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Foreword 


BY PROFESSOR A. R. RADCLIFFE-BROWN, F.B.A. 


kinds of writing about society, but when it was invented by Auguste 

Comte he intended it to designate a positive, inductive science of 
human society. Such science may be said to have had its first significant 
development in the work of Montesquieu in the middle of the eighteenth 
century. The author of the present book belongs to the sociological tradition 
that, starting from Montesquieu, includes such thinkers as Herbert Spencer, 
Emile Durkheim and Max Weber. The idea formulated by Montesquieu is 
that there are important relations of interdependence amongst the various 
features of social life that characterize different societies, and he applied 
this idea in an attempt to discover the relations between the laws of society 
and other features of social life, the form of government, the religion, the 
economic institutions, usages of various kinds and_ geographical 
environment. Such relations of interdependence or, to use Comte's term, 
‘consensus’ can only be discovered by a comparative study of many 
societies of diverse types. It is for this reason that Herbert Spencer referred 
to the subject on which he wrote as ‘comparative sociology’. The scientific 
use of this comparative method is admirably illustrated in this most 
remarkable book by Dr. Andrzejewski. He employs it not in order to 
construct a grandiose sociological system, but to deal with a properly 
limited though nevertheless extremely intricate and interesting set of 
problems. 


T HE name ‘sociology’ is nowadays applied to a great many different 


The characteristic of science since Galileo is the use of experimental 
method. This term is frequently taken to denote experimentation in the 
sense of operations by which an event to be observed is brought about by 
the experimenter. But the Latin ‘experiri’ means only ‘to put to test’. What 
the experimental method, in the broad sense of the word, really is, is a 
method of investigation and reasoning in which general ideas are 
systematically tested by reference to carefully observed facts. As Claude 


Bernard says in his /ntroduction a l'étude de la médicine experimentale: 
‘The experimental method, considered in itself, is nothing other than a 
reasoning in the aid of which we methodically submit our ideas to the test 
of facts. The reasoning is always the same, in the sciences which study 
living beings just as much as in those which are concerned with inanimate 
bodies. But, in each kind of science, the phenomena vary and present a 
complexity of their own.’ In social sciences the only way of applying the 
experimental mode of reasoning is by comparing diverse forms of social 
life and their changes. 


Observation is only scientific when it is directed by some hypothesis, 
some tentative generalization. Although it is true that fruitful hypotheses 
can be conceived only on the basis of a survey of facts. Charles Darwin 
wrote: ‘How odd it is that anyone should not see that all observation must 
be for or against some view if it is to be of any service.’ Claude Bernard, 
again, wrote: ‘The experimental method cannot give new and fruitful ideas 
to men who have none; it can serve only to guide the ideas of men who 
have them, to direct their ideas and develop them so as to get the best 
possible results. As only what has been sown in the ground will ever grow 
in it, so nothing will be developed by the experimental method except the 
ideas submitted to it. The method itself gives birth to nothing.’ The most 
difficult and important task in science is that offormulating problems. It can 
even be said that it is much harder to know what kind of questions to ask 
than it is to answer them. It is from this point of view that the value of the 
present book ought to be judged. There can be no doubt that it contains an 
extraordinarily large number of extremely penetrating and original ideas of 
fundamental importance. 


The formation and development of an inductive science requires two 
things. One is the provision of some acceptable systematic classification of 
the phenomena with which the science has to deal; the other is the creation 
of a coherent set of technical terms; these two tasks are interconnected. The 
value of classifications and terminologies lies in their essential service in 
the discovery of valid generalizations. As Whewell aptly puts it: ‘The 
fundamental principle and supreme rule of all scientific terminology is that 
terms must be constructed and appropriated so as to be fitted to enunciate 
simply and clearly true general propositions.’ These considerations should 
be borne in mind by those who may feel inclined to object to the terms 


proposed by Dr. Andrzejewski. The provision of heuristically useful 
classifications and terminologies is a condition of further progress of social 
sciences, but this task is so difficult that serious, let alone successful, 
attempts in that direction are quite exceptional. 


Comparative sociology presents considerable difficulties to its students, 
whether they are the writers of books or the readers. This is so because in 
any attempt to arrive at conclusions that will be valid for society in general 
it is necessary to take into account a large number of sufficiently diverse 
forms of social life and to deal with a large body of factual data derived 
from historical and sociographic literature. The immense labour involved in 
acquiring adequate range of information is undoubtedly one of the main 
reasons why so few writers on social sciences undertake investigations of 
this kind. Therefore, every attempt in this field deserves to be welcomed. 


The slow progress of comparative sociology as an inductive science 
dealing with the whole range of the social life of human beings is not 
entirely due to the difficulties of the study itself. 


There is amongst social scientists a preference for facts over theories in 
the belief that only factual knowledge is of immediate utility in practical 
life. They ignore the fact well known to physical scientists that it is purely 
theoretical investigations which ultimately lead to the most important 
practical results, as when Clark Maxwell's effort to find a better formulation 
of the equations expressing Ohm's and Faraday's Laws led to the hypothesis 
of the existence of hitherto undiscovered electro-magnetic waves, and so to 
the inventions of such things as radio and radar. The great advances of 
applied science and technology of the past three and a half centuries could 
not have taken place without the devotion of scientists to purely theoretical 
enquiries. And there can be no doubt whatsoever that it is the wider 
application and the refinement of the method of comparative sociology— 
the investigations such as this—that hold out the promise of a really 
scientific understanding of human society. 


A. R. RADCLIFE-BROWN 


Preface 


expansion the character of the exposition varies in different parts of 

the book: the empirical evidence is described much more fully in the 
earlier parts of the book than in the later. Nevertheless, the present 
arrangement has this important advantage that it introduces the reader 
gradually into the bewildering complexity of the phenomena under analysis: 
at the beginning the theoretical argument is fairly simple, and only 
gradually it becomes concentrated abstract and involved. The present 
arrangement can also be defended on the ground that only by expanding the 
book tenfold could I make the exposition of the theories as diluted in the 
latter parts as it is in the first part of the book. All theoretical comparative 
studies face this dilemma: either they attempt to include detailed 
descriptions of the factual data on which the conclusions are based, and so 
acquire the forbidding bulk of Frazer's Golden Bough which drowns the 
theoretical framework; or they merely mention the instances, and so 
become rather ethereal. If the ideas advanced are complex the whole 
becomes somewhat difficult to assimilate. I do not maintain that I have 
altogether avoided the latter blemish, but I think that I am justified in 
pleading that the problems I dealt with cannot be discussed in a way which 
is suitable for bedtime reading. Perhaps I have erred on the side of 
excessive brevity, but my consolation is that no reader will have to wade 
through a morass of empty verbiage or irelevant details in search of 
theoretical ideas. In order to forestall possible accusations of superficiality I 
must say that, when describing an instance bearing upon my theory, I tried 
to put down only what is strictly relevant to the argument. I did not consider 
it my duty to say everything I knew about a case. It must be remembered 
that I am not writing a history, where fullness of description is a merit, but 
expounding a theory. 


T HIS book grew beyond what it was first intended to be. Owing to this 


In spite of Max Weber's and Durkheim's brilliant contributions, which 
demonstrated the proper way of studying social phenomena, their lead has 
not been followed. With all the heaping up of descriptive studies there has 


been a great dearth of ideas. In my opinion, most of the theories (though 
fortunately not all) propounded recently scarcely amount to more than 
verbose and pompous refurbishings of simple truths known since the days 
of Aristotle. The works which have put forth new ideas are astonishingly 
few in relation to the spate of sociological literature which came out during 
the last thirty years. The reason for this ‘misére de la sociologie’ 1s that it is 
very easy to spin out vague unverifiable theories, and it is not too difficult 
to produce a straightforward description of a concrete situation, but it is 
very difficult to construct a general theory which fits all the known facts, 
without being tautological. I think that the theories expounded on the pages 
which follow do explain a considerable number of facts, and I hope that this 
might induce the reader to forbear various blemishes of this work, of which 
I am only too painfully aware. Indeed, I had to force myself to abandon 
further attempts to improve it, or else it would never have been written. I 
came to the conclusion that whatever I do the exposition will be far from 
perfect. In any case, a pioneering monograph can hardly compete in this 
respect with manuals following well-trodden paths. I thought that it is more 
meritorious to put forth some new ideas, even in an imperfect form, than to 
add another item to the already impressive array of didactically perfect 
assemblages of pre-digested platitudes. 


At the risk of incurring the wrath of purists, I invented a few terms. No 
science can develop without a special terminology. The lack of such a 
terminology in sociology and ‘political science’ is a proof that these 
sciences hardly exist, because it should be obvious to anybody who has 
reflected upon this matter that ordinary words are quite inadequate for 
describing social structures. Furthermore, simple sentences containing new 
terms may be easier to understand than long phrases employing only well- 
known words. For these reasons a number of neologisms will be found on 
the pages which follow. In a way this makes the reading more difficult. But 
I do not think that it is unreasonable, even though it may be unusual, to 
expect from a reader of a book on sociology, the modicum of mental effort 
required for assimilating a very elementary book on, say, logic or 
physiology, Naturally, a terminology may be good or bad—that is to say, 
helpful or misleading—but that can be decided only by those who pursue 
further the same lines of enquiry. 


I have almost dispensed with bibliographic footnotes. Some references I 
have inserted in the text. I see no reason why the reader should be 
condemned to search somewhere at the bottom of the page or at the back of 
the volume, or, as in some maliciously arranged books, in both places, for 
something that he could read in the text. These references generally pertain 
to theoretical argument. No bibliographic indications lending support to 
descriptive statements are given, because to do it adequately would make 
reading unbearable, as nearly every sentence would have to be provided 
with a footnote, often several books would need to be quoted in support of 
one sentence, and some titles would have to be repeated innumerable times. 
I thought that a much better arrangement would be to indicate in the 
bibliographic appendix the sources of my information. 


This book was virtually completed in 1950, and therefore certain 
passages in the last chapter might seem out of date. Notwithstanding, I left 
them as they were because some of the predictions made there have already 
been fulfilled, and this is also a test of the value of a theory. Some of the 
ideas expressed in the last chapter have in the meantime been given a wide 
currency by the three recent books by Bertrand Russell. Although this 
diminishes the novelty of the present book, I am glad that this great 
philosopher tries to enlighten people about these simple, but nearly always 
forgotten, truths. 


This book was written while I was on the staff of Rhodes University, 
South Africa, although the preparations for it reach back to my school days, 
when I was keenly interested in strategy and military history, which I later 
abandoned for sociology. During the war, I had the opportunity to observe 
many different armies, sometimes from rather unusual points of vantage, 
and to ponder over the problems of military organization. 


STANISLAW ANDRZEJEWSKI 
London, August 1952 
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Introduction 


on the whole, failed to attract the attention of social scientists. To be 

sure, much has been written about war, its alleged evil or beneficial 
effects, its causes and the possibilities of its abolition. But the only writers 
who appreciated the importance of military factors in shaping societies 
were Max Weber and Gaetano Mosca. This persistent neglect is due, I think, 
to the insidious utopianism which pervades sociological thinking. Military 
organization influences social structure mainly by determining the 
distribution of naked power or, to use another word, the ability to use 
violence. Now, most writers are rather peaceful by nature and brute force is 
a thing which they would like to see exorcised forever. On the other hand, 
those who are chauvinistic or inclined to worship might, are averse to 
critical examination of the exercise of violence, as such examination might 
besmirch the halo of their idols. Moreover, the belief in progress, which 
reigned indisputably until recently, included the conviction that humanity 
was becoming more and more peaceful. No need was felt, therefore, to 
occupy oneself with organized violence—the quickly disappearing relic of 
the barbaric past. 


T HE problem of the influence of military organization on society has, 


It is no doubt a dismal science, this analysis of the impact of naked 
power; and the guess about the future is none too reassuring. But I must 
inform the reader that I am not a dispeptic and disgruntled individual, bent 
on proving that the world is going to wrack and ruin. On the contrary, I am 
generally of optimistic disposition. But my supreme goal is to find the truth, 
and I have tried to the best of my ability to uphold every true scientist's 
credo of facing the facts, whether they are pleasant or not. I am convinced 
that, far from being a useless pastime, such disinterested pursuit of truth is 
the best way in which a social scientist can serve the welfare of humanity. 
Science, being ethically neutral, cannot indicate the ultimate goals of 
human endeavour. Sociology cannot prove that one ought to love one's 
neighbour, any more than optics can prove that a painting is beautiful, or 
physiology, that chicken is tastier than beef. Chemistry can teach us how to 


cure, but also how to poison. Psychology can teach us how to rehabilitate 
juvenile delinquents, but also how to mislead by clever propaganda. 
Science, in short, is no substitute for ethics: it can only indicate means, 
never ultimate ends. Nevertheless, social sciences have an essential 
contribution to make. So far, social reformers have resembled more 
sorcerers than modern physicians. Knowing neither the causes of a disease 
nor the effective remedies, they tried and still try to cure by incantation; 
often trying to exorcise the evil by denying its existence. Modern medical 
science came into existence only after discoveries, which at the time 
seemed completely remote and useless, were made by men motivated only 
by the disinterested search for truth. Similarly, social sciences may give to 
social reformers the knowledge of the means by which they can attain their 
ends. They can never eliminate evil intentions, but at least they may help to 
avoid disasters so often brought about by actions of sincere, well-meaning 
men. In order to perform this task social scientists must observe as strict 
objectivity as is humanly attainable. They must resist the temptation to 
preach and admonish, at least in their scientific writings, because if they 
succumb to this temptation, their analytical thinking will be impaired, facts 
distorted, and the purpose of adding something to the stock of knowledge 
defeated. It is my earnest hope that by studying objectively what is perhaps 
the most tragic aspect of social life, without glossing over unpleasant facts 


and without an axe to grind, I may have helped to bridle the monster.! 


I have not attempted to deal with all sociological problems related to the 
phenomenon of war. Some of them, of very great interest and importance, 
are hardly even mentioned: the question of biological selectiveness of 


various kinds of warfare, for example.' The aim of the present work is the 
examination of relations between military organization and social structure. 
And even in this field my task is limited. I have dealt with concrete events 
not for their own sake, but only in so far as they throw light on 
generalizations which I sought to establish. That is why this book is so 
slender. Many volumes would be needed for an investigation of how 
various unique features of various concrete military institutions were 
connected with variegated peculiarities of different societies. Such a treatise 
might be very interesting and useful, but it would be beyond the field of 
sociology, or its special branch—political science, whose supreme task is 
the search for generalizations of universal validity. 


Particularly galling is the lack of really scientific terminology, which 
could aid one to describe social phenomena precisely. The only field of 
social sciences which possesses such terminology—the study of kinship 
organization—is unfortunately remote from the present enquiry. Elsewhere 
we are condemned to use vague, emotionally charged words of everyday 
language, even in dealing with economic phenomena, which are within the 
purview of the supposedly most exact of social sciences. But in reality the 
exactitude of economic theory is rather spurious. Its theoretical framework 
is like a steel construction on a foundaton of sand. It is precise within its 
platonic universe of discourse, but when it comes to the analysis of real 
economic structures and their transformations, then the only vocabulary 
available is that of the newspapers. When it comes to questions of political 
organization the position is even worse. Most of what goes under the name 
of political science is no science at all but simply propaganda; or at best a 
discussion of the historical and philosophical background of one's 
preferences. The terms used are loaded with sentiment and completely 
nebulous. The term democratic, for instance, simply replaced the 
oldfashioned word good. Soon perhaps we shall speak of democratic and 
communist or fascist soups and steaks. True, there are some descriptive 
studies, which are certainly very useful; but if, enticed by the sound of the 
word science, one looks for a body of established, empirically verifiable 


generalizations, one looks in vain, or almost in vain.! One cannot say that 
these remarks are altogether inapplicable to the field tilled by those who 
call themselves sociologists, although it cannot be denied that here the 
situation is definitely better. At least there is less venting of loves and hates 
in a scientifically sounding disguise, and the dictum that the task of the 
scientist is to describe, analyse and explain—not to praise or blame—is 
almost universally accepted. On the other hand, many of the pseudo- 
scientific terms juggled about by some sociologists are just pompous 
substitutes for perfectly serviceable ordinary words, only more obscure and 
vague, often used in order to dazzle unsuspecting laymen with fictitious 
knowledge. Nevertheless, here some empirically verified generalizations 
can be found, though not in the quantity one could wish. The accumulation 
of such generalizations cannot proceed fast so long as the energies of most 
sociologists, particularly in the country where they are most numerous, are 
devoted almost entirely to writing innumerable text-books, mostly insipid, 


and to purely descriptive studies, often descending to the level of rather 
unintelligent inventories. 


The present work will have fulfilled its purpose if it succeeds in enticing 
some social scientists to the field of studies, which combines abstract 
reasoning with empirical comparative investigation—the only road along 
which a body of really scientific generalizations can be built: a body of 
generalizations about relations of particular variables, I must stress, not an 
all-embracing system purporting to explain everything. This is the road 
shown by Max Weber, by far the greatest thinker to whom the name of 
sociologist can be applied. 


The method of the present enquiry is comparative. This does not imply, 
of course, the adherence to the concept of unilinear evolution or any other a 
priori explanatory hypothesis. It simply means that in the search for 
regularities in the relations between military organization and social 
structure, I resorted to the comparison of different societies. In fact, there is 
no other method of establishing valid sociological generalizations. Not 
being able, unlike natural scientists, to manipulate relevant factors, all we 
can do is to observe variations occurring spontaneously. The connection 
between two or more phenomena can be proved not to be accidental only if 
it obtains when all other circumstances are different. For this reason, the 
more distant, unrelated and different are the societies under observation, the 
more instructive is their analysis. 


I have not tried to use statistical methods, even though they are 
applicable in principle, because the gain in exactitude would be rather 
spurious. In the field of social sciences, where units must be arbitrarily 
delimited, the coefficient of correlation is not necessarily the most decisive 
proof of causal or structural connection. If we find that two phenomena 
occur together in two societies completely different in every other respect, 
and without contact with one another, then this is more conclusive proof 
that there is a causal or structural connection between them, than if they 
were found to coexist in a number of related neighbouring societies. 


The fact that every social phenomenon is determined by several factors at 
the same time is the source of great difficulties. That is why the great 
majority of sociological generalizations can only be statements of 
tendencies. They can only assert that a given circumstance tends to produce 


certain results; that is to say, that it will produce them if there are no 
stronger counteracting factors at work. We should think about the 
interaction of social forces and its results in terms of vectorial analysis. In 
order to test an explanatory hypothesis, therefore, it is necessary to select 
cases where the most powerful interfering factors are absent. The difficulty 
of making valid generalizations in the early stages of any science is 
probably mainly due to the fact that, as very little is known about anything, 
the isolation of factors is not easily achieved. The most important step in 
any investigation is to single out possibly relevant factors and ascertain the 
direction of their influence. There is, however, one consolation. A coherent 
theory, which explains all known cases which come within its purview, is 
not likely to be basically wrong, even though not every intermediate 
generalization has been verified. The chance that it may fit so many facts 
just by accident is very slight indeed. 


My hope is that the present work will stimulate further enquiry. Some of 
my conclusions will, no doubt, be found false; others may perhaps provide 
foundations for further discoveries. And though not all the generalizations 
proposed on the following pages can be regarded as verified, they are all 
verifiable. They are not statements of epistemological approach but definite 
theorems expounding connections between observable variables. 


Many of my ideas are drawn from old philosophers, and I am convinced 
that there is more truth in their theories than is generally admitted 
nowadays. The approach of modern social scientists to the old masters is 
too often either that of ancestor worship, practised chiefly by ‘political 
scientists’, or of complete disregard for their thought, prevalent among the 
sociologists, who, if they ever read these works and find there some flagrant 
errors, discard them altogether. Both attitudes are wrong. The real task is to 
sift the true from the false, to re-interpret, to modify and to test; paying 
attention not so much to normative evaluations as to factual explanatory 
theories. Anybody who tries that will find that social sciences are 
cumulative like the natural sciences, and that we ought to be grateful to the 
old masters from Aristotle and Han Fei-tzu to Karl Marx and Herbert 
Spencer, because errors can be rectified by lesser men but it takes a genius 
to conceive an original idea. 


Any reader familiar with the writings of Max Weber will notice my 
tremendous indebtedness to him. It is evident from almost every page. But 


this does not mean that the present book is the exposition of his theories. On 
the contrary, I tried to carry on from where he left off. Significantly, I have 
almost never found any of his statements definitely wrong. At most they 
needed modifications; but usually they provided excellent starting points for 
further analysis. The true measure of a thinker's greatness is the number of 
avenues for further enquiry which he opened. 


1 tn order to avoid misunderstanding I must emphasize that I do not maintain that all normative 
discussions of human affairs are useless, or that sociologists must have nothing to do with such 
discussions. But I do contend that a clear-cut distinction between evaluative and existential 
judgments must be maintained. On this point I subscribe to the views of Charles Stevenson expressed 
in his Ethics and Language (Yale 1946). Notwithstanding, in order to satisfy those who claim that a 
writer on human affairs ought to declare his credo, I can say that on matters of ethics and philosophy 
in general I adhere almost without exception to the views of Bertrand Russell, who was my spiritual 
guide ever since my early youth when, dismayed by Hegel and his heirs and on the brink of 
concluding that philosophy is bunk, I read his Outline of Philosophy. 


! This point is discussed in P. Sorokin, Contemporary Sociological Theories (New York 1928). 


1 Harold D. Lasswell has the enormous merit of trying to make ‘political science’ into a real 
science. It is, therefore, particularly unfortunate that his thought is crippled by the vague, pseudo- 
scientific jargon. 


Omnipresence of Struggle 


framework of this study rests, is the recognition of the fact that the 

struggle for wealth, power and prestige (for ophelimities, i.e. 
desirable things of life, as they may be called) is the constant feature of the 
life of humanity. This statement does not mean that I approve of ‘this sorry 
scheme of things entire’, any more than the recognition of the inevitability 
of death implies any liking for it. Whether we like it or not the fact is that 
no society, no group however small has ever been heard of where such a 
struggle would be altogether absent. Even associations of saintly ascetics 
are not quite immune from it. It is beyond any doubt that this universal trait 
of the social life of humans is due to the ineffaceable characteristics of 
human nature. There is nothing of that kind within societies of insects, but 
plenty of it among the monkeys. I am not denying the existence of love; but 
this, in its greatest intensity, is generally confined to a small circle, be it a 
family or a few intimate friends. And even in such groups quarrels take 
place. Anyway, this point is of no consequence to the present argument. 
There is, of course, the feeling of intense group solidarity which often 
impels individuals to sacrifice even their lives. But, even if we disregard the 
fact that such solidarity does not preclude inner friction, this argument does 
not invalidate our assumption. On the contrary, it is an essential elaboration 
of it. Indeed, human beings, being social animals, always align themselves 
into factions when they want to fight; and the intensity of the feeling of 
solidarity varies inversely with the intensity of the feeling of hostility 
towards outsiders. This fact is so clearly and easily perceptible that I shall 
not dwell on it; it is also confirmed by the results of statistico-psychological 
investigations. 


T HE most general assumption, on which the whole theoretical 


We might speculate on the problem of whether this tendency is related to 
the innate propensity for fighting, if this exists. In favour of the view that it 


does exist may be adduced the fact that little boys all over the world appear 
to be addicted to pugilism; even in environments where such behaviour is 
frowned upon. But the alternative explanation of this fact is equally 
plausible: namely, that scuffling is the only way in which the desire for 
power and glory can be satisfied on the level of childish mentality. It 1s also 
probable that the feeling of belonging to a group which appears to be 
indispensable to human happiness, does require some measure of 
antagonism to other groups. Nevertheless, even the assumption of innate 
pugnacity would not explain the existence of war because war means 
killing, and there is no evidence that there is in human beings an innate 
desire to kill their own kind; on the contrary, it seems that apart from a 
relatively few sadists most men dislike it. Usually, killing is done for the 
sake of other ends. 


The idea that constant struggle is an unavoidable ingredient of social life 
is not new. It was known to Greek philosophers, to Ibn Khaldun and to 
many others; it was systematically expounded by Ludwik Gumplowicz 
seventy years ago. The admission of the omnipresence of struggle does not 
imply the denial of the existence of other socio-cultural processes. Only a 
doctrinaire monist would assert that there are no such things as solidarity, 
compassion, mystic union, artistic creativity and so on. The struggle, 
moreover, does not always need to be violent or to preclude any 
compromise and adjustment of interests. The irreducible residuum of it is 
the constant tendency of groups and individuals to acquire as much wealth, 
power and prestige as they can; and as these ophelimities are limited, 
struggle must result. But forms of struggle can be regulated: certain rules of 
the game may be imposed and the outcome decided without resort to the 
ultima ratio of naked violence. This is what happens in every society: 
everywhere a multitude of struggles is going on, in which violence is not 
used, such as business competition, missionary proselytizing and so on. 
Nevertheless, the use or the threat of violence is a very usual weapon. 


Various psychologists, particularly those of the psychoanalytic 
persuasion, have spun ingenious, and often far-fetched theories, purporting 
to explain why men fight. But in my opinion we should turn the question 
and try to explain how it happens that men do not fight more often than they 
do. After all, it is quite in accordance with men's animal nature to seize the 
objects of their desires, by violence if necessary. Anybody who had to bring 


up children knows that they have to be taught not to fight about food, toys 
and other things. In this respect men are like other animals; and even their 
habit of fighting in groups has its parallels among their lowly relatives. I 
often watched dogs fighting, and I noticed that sometimes when several 
dogs were present they divided themselves into opposing alliances, just as 
men do in pubs and dance-halls. When thinking about sources of pugnacity 
we must always remember that very seldom men fight for the sake of 
fighting; usually they fight for something: be it food or women or 
precedence or what not. What goes under the name of pugnacity 1s rather a 
complex of tendencies than a single tendency. There is, I think, such a thing 
as pure pugnacity, but it is uncommon, and it arises through the mental 
process whereby a mode of behaviour, frequently adopted as a means, 
becomes by the force of habit a goal pursued for its own sake. The 
displaced aggressiveness—the ‘taking it out on somebody else’—does not 
come under this heading because its aim is usually self-assertion or the 
humiliation of others. Sadism, 1.e. the desire to inflict pain, should not be 
confused, as it is often done, with pugnacity, 1.e. the desire to fight. On the 
basis of my observation of soldiers, policemen and gaolers of several 
different nations, I came to the conclusion that combative ardour and 
sadism are by no means so closely connected as the psychoanalysis would 
have us believe; to a large extent they even seem to be the opposites. 


The animal nature of man accounts for the existence of fighting, though it 
does not explain why the latter assumes such variegated forms. The natural 
propensities of men do not account, however, for the systematic killing in 
which mankind indulges, because this practice is at variance with what goes 
on among other mammals. One of the chief reasons for this difference is the 
obvious circumstance, which is seldom taken into account in the 
discussions of this problem: namely, the fact that human beings use 
weapons. Fisticuffs usually end with thrashings or the flight of the beaten; 
killing cannot be a by-product of fighting, but it has to follow it and be done 
on purpose. Furthermore, in such a situation a victor does not have to fear 
the vengeance of the defeated. But it is not so 1f weapons are used, because 
then he who stabs or shoots first wins. Under such circumstances it is safest 
to kill one's enemies. Anyway, in all fighting where weapons are used some 
of the participants are likely to get killed. So we are justified in saying that 
the prevalence of killing within our species is the consequence of the 
acquisition of culture. This explains why homo faber might be named with 


equal justification homo interfector. The invention of weapons, however, 
had also some other even more far-reaching consequences about which I 
shall speak in a moment. 


I have said that the struggle which is going on constantly within societies 
and between them is waged for power, wealth and prestige. All three are 
interwoven. Power is not necessarily coveted because of an innate desire for 
it, and the same can be said about wealth. Power may be desired because it 
leads to wealth, wealth because it gives power, and both because they bring 
prestige, which may be valued as a means of getting the other two. Also, in 
the final analysis wealth is a form of power: the power to dispose of things. 
Power and wealth are desired in the first place because they enable their 
possessors to satisfy their bodily needs. But power (and wealth, as one of its 
forms) may be desired for its own sake too. This desire is rooted, I believe, 
in an innate disposition of human beings, though it can be canalized, 
diverted, inhibited and repressed by social norms. It seems very probable 
that the strength of this propensity varies according to individuals, and 
probably sex. Much of this desire is, no doubt, due to the prestige-bringing 
properties of power. It follows that even if it is rooted in an innate 
disposition, it can be greatly weakened by social norms deprecating power, 
as has apparently happened among the Pueblo Indians. But there can be no 
doubt that the desire for prestige, the wish to be well thought of by others, is 
innate. It is a psychological element irreducible to any other, which, just as 
the innate sociability of human beings, is a precondition of all society and 
culture. In the last analysis, therefore, the objects of human strife can be 
resolved into the means of satisfying bodily needs and the means to satisfy 
the craving for prestige, power for its own sake being the possible third. In 
consequence, we can safely predict that some kind of struggle will always 
go on in human societies because prestige, as well as power, 1s relative and, 
therefore, there can never be enough of it for everybody. But the struggle 
for the sake of prestige alone can be regulated by social norms; it has been 
and is being so regulated in innumerable societies; and there is nothing that 
makes the extension of such regulation to the whole world inherently 
impossible. Such struggle can be carried on without killing. Killing one 
another remained the constant occupation of men decause they were 
obliged to fight for the means to satisfy their elementary bodily needs— 
chiefly food. 


One of the greatest illusions is the notion that wars are always fought for 
illusions. Naturally, the hopes which motivate an attack or defence may 
prove vain. But that does not mean that the stake was illusory any more 
than the failure of a businessman's plan proves that he was pursuing unreal 
aims. This illusion is particularly widespread among British and American 
social scientists. Psychologists and ethnologists are busy finding out that it 
was the manner in which Japanese mothers-in-law treat their daughters-in- 
law or the Oedipus complex of German men that were responsible for the 
last war. It never occurs to these investigators that these peoples might have 
been fighting for very real stakes, and that had they won they would be 
much better off economically than they ever were. A Japanese peasant who 
hoped to obtain an extensive land-holding in Manchuria was won to the 
cause of war by a very real attraction. So was a German factory hand, 
perhaps unemployed until Hitler came to power, who was enchanted at the 
prospect of becoming an overseer in a factory in Russia. It does not follow 
that the last war was one of ‘have-nots’ against ‘haves’. The fact that Japan 
attacked China, Germany—Poland, and Italy —Greece, precludes such 
interpretation. In these cases those who felt they did not have enough 
decided to get more by robbing those who had even less. 


I by no means maintain that all wars are motivated by solidary interests 
of whole nations. Equally well they may be provoked by sectional interests. 
They may be instigated by merchants wanting markets, or officials wanting 
new posts, or scions of the gentry wanting estates, or capitalists wanting 
fields for investment. The mere lust for power and glory on the part of 
rulers is of enormous consequence too. But what demands explanation is 
the fact that these sectional interests were always able to find plenty of men 
willing to fight for them. This can only be explained on the ground that 
nearly all countries were full of desperadoes, ready to risk anything 1n order 
to escape misery or the fall from the customary standard of living. ‘The 
ambition of princes would want instru- ments of destruction if the distress 
of the lower classes did not drive them under their standards,’ says Malthus 
(Essay, p. 400). 


Undoubtedly, some peoples are more warlike than others. But these 
differences cannot depend on the degree of severity of the methods of 
upbringing, as some psychologists would have us believe, because in some 
of the most warlike societies children are treated with the utmost laxity; 


among the Nyars or the Plains Indians, for instance. The family pattern of 
the Eurasian nomads was much less patriarchal than that of the Chinese, 
and nevertheless it was the nomads who were the perennial aggressors. The 
long-suffering Hindu peasants live in patriarchal families where women and 
children are mere chattels of the patriarch. The patriarchal and 
disciplinarian streak in the German family pattern is blamed for the 
aggressiveness of the German state. But the German family was no more 
egalitarian during the three centuries preceding 1850, when Germany was a 
victim of foreign invasions. When Commodore Perry attacked Japan, which 
desired nothing but seclusion, the Japanese family was even more 
patriarchal and disciplinarian than at the time of Pearl Harbour. It is 
obviously very useful propaganda to have psychologists prove that the 
enemy is mad. But as far as the truth is concerned, there can be no doubt 
that the idea that all readiness to fight is a semi-neurotic disposition, is 
completely wrong. The personal feelings of sedate psychologists leading 
comfortable lives are no guide in this matter. For a vigorous man, war may 
appear very attractive as an alternative to exhausting, monotonous work and 
grinding poverty. The ‘heroic’ narrative poetry from the //iad and the 
Niebelungenlied to the Mahabharatta is full of glowing pictures of the life 
of warriors, amusing themselves with gambling, wine, women and song, 
and basking in glory, which stands in strong contrast to the abject fate of 
toilers. True, mechanization and discipline made war much less alluring. 
Nevertheless, it still has its attractions for many men. It all depends on what 
kind of life can be led in time of peace. If that is really abject, then most 


people prefer war: anything that promises a change. ! 


Another absurd idea is the notion that all racial and ethnic animosity is 
pathological: that it is some form of neurosis. Elaborate studies of anti- 
semitic or anti-negro personality are made, which purport to prove that it is 
the result of mental abnormality of some kind. I do not deny that sometimes 
it may be so; but as explanations of mass movements these studies are 
patently inadequate.! The command ‘love thy neighbour as thyself’, which 
was never considered by theologians as anything else but a counsel of 
perfection, is erected here into a criterion of mental abnormality; as if hate 
was not just as normal as love. Even if we accept the view that hate is the 
result of frustration, the fact still remains that there can be no life without 
frustrations: the essence of social life is not only mutual satisfaction but 


mutual frustration too. True, the pent-up aggressiveness is often unloaded 
on a scapegoat who had nothing to do with producing it. Usually, people 
choose for the scapegoat a foreigner in their midst. But again, the hostility 
of people having different customs and beliefs 1s surely natural; perhaps not 
in the sense of being innate, but in the sense of being the prerequisite of all 
culture. No culture is possible without normative codes, and these cannot be 
upheld unless deviations from them are condemned; therefore, foreigners 
who do not observe them must be looked down upon. The liberal 
intellectuals who think they are perfectly tolerant are mistaken. They are 
intolerant of religious intolerance, racial discrimination, tutelage of women, 
chauvinism and many other things. They are indifferent to differences in 
language and race because they are adherents of the religion of Liberalism 
and Humanitarianism and participants in a supranational culture; and strong 
attachment to an ideology and the solidarity of believers can override the 
ethnocentrism. But perfect tolerance implies complete lack of moral 
principles. A certain amount of disdain for foreigners is, therefore, a 
correlative of ethnic distinctiveness. This consideration, however, explains 
only why the dividing lines in a conflict run in a certain way; it does not 
explain the occurrence of fighting because such hostility could be perfectly 
satisfied by a certain amount of isolation. 


Everybody likes to feel superior to somebody. It is quite natural, 
therefore, that ethnic and racial distinctions should be fastened upon in 
order to satisfy this craving. Significantly, the stress on racial superiority is 
usually strongest among those members of the dominant race who have no 
other title to superiority. It is, therefore, quite natural that any sort of racial 
or ethnic or religious discrimination should be upheld by masses of people 
who, apart from economic benefits, derive great satisfaction therefrom. In 


doing this they are by no means necessarily irrational.! 


But the causes of most violent frictions are economic. When there is not 
enough to go round there is a tendency to seize on any group distinguishing 
mark in order to exclude the competition. Persecutions of minorities were 
very often perfectly rational actions, due much more to economic conflicts, 
sometimes to plain greed, than to any psychological complexes.! And the 
intensity of these conflicts largely explains, as I shall show elsewhere, 
fluctua- tions in inter-group tensions. 


To illustrate the point I can mention the example of South Africa. It is 
common knowledge that there is a definite, inverse association between ‘the 
social background’ and manifestations of the anti-Bantu attitude. The white 
artisans and labourers are much more violently in favour of ‘keeping the 
kaffir down’ than are the capitalists. The reason for this, however, is not any 
innate humanitarianism of the capitalists but the fact that their incomes and 
status are not directly threatened by the potential competition of the Bantu. 


It is the desire to monopolize wealth, honours and other ophelimities, and 
to assure their transmission to the descendants, that calls forth the 
convictions of racial or ethnic superiority and inferiority. For this reason 
propaganda, adducing evidence that the potential ability of various racial 
groups is equal, can have only little effect on the acerbity of conflicts. 
These conflicts are not due to an intellectual error, but the possible 
intellectual error is the consequence of conflicting interests. This fact is so 
often overlooked because social scientists are still haunted by the concept of 
neces- sary universal harmony, elaborated by classical economists, accord- 
ing to which there can be no real conflicts of interests: all conflicts are due 
to misconception of interests. This, needless to insist, is an altogether 
chimerical notion. 


In the light of the foregoing argument it is evident that some struggle 
must always go on in human societies; and if it is a struggle for the 
necessities of life it must involve killing. But why, we are bound to ask, do 
men always fight for the necessities of life? Why can they not just share 
them and live quietly? The answer to this has been given by Malthus. 


The theory of Malthus has the privilege of being one of the very few 
sociological generalizations which possess the degree of certainty equal to 
that of the laws of physics. Indeed, its truth is no less certain than that of the 
statement that the earth is round. Its essence is simple in the extreme. 
Human population is biologically capable of doubling itself every 
generation, that is to say, about every twenty-five years. This, says Malthus, 
cannot happen because there is a limit to the amount of food any given 
territory, or the earth as a whole, can produce. Something must happen, 
therefore, either to the birth-rate or to the death-rate. Either some 
biologically realizable births are prevented, or people must live a shorter 
time than they are biologically capable of living. The factors which can 
lower the birth-rate—the preventive checks, as he calls them—tresolve 


themselves into two categories: vice and moral restraint. He was mistaken 
as to the first because though prostitution and venereal disease may produce 
sterility, promiscuity as such does not. He was also too hopeful about the 
possible adoption of voluntary abstention, and did not envisage the modern 
practice of artificial birth control. Nevertheless, the central idea is 
irrefutable: either births are prevented or deaths must be more frequent than 
is biologically unavoidable. The factors which bring about the latter result 
—the positive checks—are three: war, epidemics and starvation; and 
ultimately they are all consequences of misery, that is to say, of the scarcity 
of food. And the only way of abolishing these is the prevention of births. In 
other words, high birth-rate must, in the long run, produce high death-rate, 
because population cannot grow indefinitely. 


It is amazing that anybody endowed with a minimum of intelligence 
should attempt to disprove such an incontrovertible proposition. A simple 
calculation shows that even if we started with a single couple the biological 
powers of procreation would be sufficient to cover the whole surface of the 
earth with human bodies in a few millennia. Somebody has calculated that 
even at the present rate of growth, which is certainly below the biologically 
possible maximum, the population of the world would become so large 
before the lapse of two thousand years that there would be no room for 
people to stand on. Even if people inhabited many-storied houses covering 
the whole surface of the globe, even floating on the oceans, and lived on 
pills produced by direct transformation of solar energy, even then the end 


would be in sight because the increase in the mass of our globe would cause 


it to crash into the sun.! 


Until the introduction of modern contraceptive practices the importance 
of preventive checks was slight. All of them (abortion, abstention from 
intercourse, postponement of marriage, coitus interruptus) were so 
unpleasant that they would be practised only in case of dire necessity: when 
a substantial part of the population would be on the minimum subsistence 
level, and the positive checks in full action. In any case, the effects of their 
prevalence in some restricted circles would be outweighed by numerous 
births elsewhere. Killing one another could not have remained one of the 
chief occupations of men if there was no surplus of men available. And it 
was the natural tendency of the population to grow beyond the means of 


subsistence that assured the permanence of bloody struggles. ! 


The recognition of this fact enables us to advance a hypothesis about the 
origin of war. As nothing of that sort exists among the mammals this 
institution must be the creation of culture. It probably came into existence 
when the advance in material culture enabled man to defend himself better 
against the beasts which preyed on him, and thus to disturb the natural 
balance which keeps the numbers of any species stationary in the long run. 
After the beasts had been subdued, another man became the chief obstacle 
in the search for food; and mutual killing began. I was surprised to find that 
a similar view has been expressed by a Chinese philosopher Han Fei-tzu 
(circa fifth century B.C.) (quoted by J. J. L. Duyvendak in the introduction 
to his translation of The Book of Lord Shang, London 1928, p. 104) 
according to whom: ‘The men of old did not till the field, but the fruits of 
plants and trees were sufficient for food. Nor did the women weave, for the 
furs of birds and animals were enough for clothing. Without working there 
was enough to live, there were few people and plenty of supplies, and 
therefore the people did not quarrel. So neither large rewards nor heavy 
punishments were used, but the people governed themselves. But nowadays 
people do not consider a family of five children as large, and, each child 
having again five children, before the death of the grandfather, there may be 
twenty-five grandchildren. The result is that there are many people and few 
supplies, that one has to work hard for a meagre return. So the people fall to 
quarrelling and though rewards may be doubled and punishments heaped 
up, one does not get away from disorder.’ 


The propensity of sex is inferior in motive power only to the need for 
food. And sometimes the means of satisfying 1t may constitute the object of 
the struggle. Female slaves were always one of the most alluring kinds of 
booty. Wealth and power, moreover, may be desired because they enable 
one to indulge in sexual pleasures. Their role in this respect varies 
according to the institutional framework. In societies which are steeply 
stratified and where women are chattels, rich and powerful men possess 
many women while the poor are often compelled to practise homosexuality 
or vent their lusts on animals; in Arab countries goats are widely used for 
this purpose. In such a situation wealth and power are more coveted than 
they would be if women could not be appropriated. True, even in a 
monogamous society wealth may be desired for similar reasons. Many a 
man in the Occidental countries dreams about becoming a ‘big boss’ and 
being able to afford smart and expensive mistresses. Also, a certain 


minimum income may be a pre-requisite of marriage. Nevertheless, there 
can be no ‘cornering’ of women in monogamous societies. Some additional 
pleasures may be inaccessible to the poor but no man needs to be deprived 
of a mate. A minimum income may be a condition of marriage in a 
monogamous society, but this is an absolute level which may be attained by 
the great majority, while in a polygynous society it is a matter of relative 
wealth: even if everybody were well-off, there would still be some richer 
than others, who would be able to ‘corner’ women. In such a society the 
struggle for wealth and power must be very acute. 


In a situation where the richer the man the more numerous is his progeny, 
the unavoidable consequence is that some of them must be eliminated from 
the charmed circle, unless external conquests are taking place. Constant 
strife is the natural outcome of such circumstances. Sometimes the 
extermination of candidates to high office may be institutionalized: in the 
Ottoman Empire, for instance, a sultan was obliged by law to kill off all his 
brothers upon his ascension to the throne. In the Central African kingdoms 
of Ankole and Kitara the sons of the kings had to fight for the succession 
until only one of them was left alive. Sometimes, however, this process of 
elimination is peacefully regulated. In Siam the rank of the descendants of 
the kings (his successors excepted) was lowered after every generation; 
after the fifth they became commoners. 


Extensive polygyny intensifies external and internal conflicts in other 
ways too. Firstly it accelerates the replacement of the killed, owing to the 
fact that under this pattern the birth-rate depends only on the number of 
women available. The result is that killings, i.e. wars and revolutions, must 
be more frequent. Secondly, polygyny, which is always practised more 
extensively by the upper strata than by the lower, and which therefore 
produces upward interstratic movement of women, accelerates the 
numerical increase of the upper strata at the expense of the lower; assuming 
that the ranks are inherited patrilineally, as they normally are in polygynous 
societies, because polygyny and patriliny are closely associated. If the 
upper strata are growing faster than the lower, then, in order to maintain 
their customary standard of living they must be continually raising their 
share of commodities produced by the latter, thus exacerbating the 
antagonisms between strata, or they must subjugate outside populations. 
The same situation may arise, though in a rather milder form, in a 


monogamous society in consequence of the lower mortality among the 
upper strata, due to their better conditions of living. 


Christianity enforced monogamy as the best way of limiting sexual 
pleasures (of men, of course; women did not count), which were thought 
intrinsically evil. Its effects on politics were not envisaged. Nevertheless 
monogamy was one of the chief factors which made European political 
structures remarkably stable in comparison with Asia, and which made the 
internal politics of European states relatively free from violence. This was 
undoubtedly one of the chief causes of the distinctiveness of the Occidental 
civilization. 


1 The current notion that people fight better if they are well off economically is plainly 
contradicted by the facts. The whole of history indicates that those who lead miserable lives usually 
fight better than those who live in comfort, the explanation being that they value life less. This notion 
is used as an argument for proving that the Stalinist regime made its subjects opulent. If we accept 
this argument we should also maintain that the Japanese under Tojo were better off than the 
Americans or the French. Indeed, they ought to have been the richest people in the modern world, 
although in the past the Mongols of Gengis Khan ought to have been even richer. Ancient writers, 
like Polybios or Shang Yang, knew very well that rude rustics made the best soldiers, and refined, 
comfort-loving city-dwellers—the worst. Actually, this idea underlies the whole sociological system 
of Ibn Khaldun. 


! Even if we considered individual idiosyncrasies alone, it is anything but obvious that strong 
animosities towards certain groups are always due to neurotic dispositions. It all depends on the 
environment. Where such animosities form a part of the generally accepted ethos it is often precisely 
the neurotic who rebels against them. Thus, for instance, I found that among the several hundred 
South African students whom I taught, the few who were militant ‘liberals’ (in South Africa the term 
‘liberal’ designates anybody who does not adhere to the policy of ‘keeping the native in his place’) 
showed unmistakably neurotic traits. Some of them were even obliged to undergo a psychiatric 
treatment. It might be argued, of course, that they became neurotic because they were persecuted by 
their fellows. But from the point of view of modern psychiatry this does not sound plausible, 
particularly as they showed little interest in the welfare work for the natives, which was done mainly 
by ‘mild liberals’. On the other hand, if we meet a man in Sweden who declares that he hates all 
Siamese, and we find out that he has never seen one, then we have good grounds for believing that 
we are listening to a neurotic. There are, of course, many intermediate variants, but we must always 
remember that most neuroses are connected with the aversion towards the social environment, and 
therefore, we may expect to find a higher proportion of neurotics among those who reject the 
prevalent ethics than among those which accept it. 


! The word irrational has been greatly abused. Some people use it simply as exclamation or as a 
substitute for ‘immoral’ or ‘ethically wrong’. Therefore, all attitudes of group antagonism are dubbed 
‘irrational’. This is incorrect. If I feel that Mr. X. is inferior to me simply because he is not me, and 
that he should be killed and his possessions given to me, then my feeling may be highly improper 
from the point of view of the Christian or Buddhist or Humanitarian ethics, but it is neither rational 
nor irrational. The same could be said about a feeling, which I may have, that all those who have 
short noses should serve those who have long noses. The terms ‘rational’ and ‘irrational’ are not 
applicable to feelings but only to actions and beliefs. An action is rational if the means adopted serve 


the purpose, and irrational if they do not. A belief is irrational if it is groundless, and rational if there 
are reasons for espousing it. Much muddleheadedness could be avoided if ‘belief’ were not so often 
confused with ‘approval’. Expressions like ‘do you believe in socialism?’ are terribly misleading. 


The term ‘prejudice’ has been also distorted. Correctly, it ought to be 
used to designate only judgment formed without consideration of evidence. 
If somebody believes that all Chileans are crooks, then that is prejudice; but 
if he dislikes them because of some characteristic which they really possess 
(say, because they are Roman Catholics), then this is antagonism—not a 
prejudice. True, antagonism and prejudice usually go together and reinforce 
one another; nevertheless, they ought not to be confused in a sociological 
analysis. 


! This statement does not, of course, imply that people begin to like or despise other groups only 
after deliberate calculation. 


1 The views of Malthus have been and are being misrepresented in the most absurd manner even 
by people who are quite intelligent and even learned. Thus, for instance, Armand Cuvilier, the author 
of an on the whole excellent Manuel de Sociologie (Paris 1950), considers the fact that the population 
of Western Europe did not grow according to geometric progression to be a proof that Malthus was 
wrong. And that, when the whole Essay is devoted to showing that this cannot happen, except in an 
empty country; plainly, the writer in question never even glanced through it. It seems that Malthus is 
so often and so stupidly misrepresented because his theory touches the sex taboo, presents 
unpalatable truth useless for demagogic purposes, and in addition reveals the inevitable consequences 
of demographic expansionism, so alluring to group megalomania, and so dear to leaders lusting for 
power. 


1 Although sheer hunger drove men into battle much more often than people brought up in opulent 
countries imagine, the growth of population can produce war or some other form of strife long before 
the point of starvation is reached: the mere drop from the customary standard of living may generate 
bellicose pulsions. Moreover, intensive warfare may keep the standard of living well above the 
subsistence level. Malthus, commenting on the relative opulence of the Kirghiz, remarks: ‘He who 
determines to be rich or die cannot long live poor’ (Essay, p. 76). Many primitive tribes began to 
experience permanent starvation only after the pacification by the colonial governments. 


I shall not dwell any longer on this point because the whole problem of 
the role of demographic factors in the causation of strife has been brilliantly 
analysed by Gaston Bouthoul in his books cited in the bibliography. 


II 


Stratification 


A. THEORETICAL ANALYSIS 


How to estimate social inequalities 


organization on social stratification, it is necessary, in view of the 

unsettled state of sociological terminology, to say a few words about 
the meaning of the terms used. A social stratum may be defined as an 
ageregate of individuals having more or less the same status in a given 
society. By status is meant the prestige enjoyed not because of individual 
peculiarities but in virtue of position occupied, i.e. the social role 
performed. I use the term ‘aggregate’ instead of the more obvious word 
‘group’ because the latter implies that the relations between individuals 
constituting it are fairly close. This need not be so; as, for instance, in the 
case of medieval barons or Polynesian chiefs in sparsely populated areas. 
The only relation between its members which is indispensable for the 
existence of a social stratum is the mutual recognition of equal status. The 
consciousness of solidarity or antagonism towards other strata may or may 
not be present. 


B EFORE proceeding to investigate the influence of military 


In spite of the simplicity of the definition, and of the fact that we all seem 
to know what stratum is, there is no dependable yardstick by which we 
could measure status. The forms of address and other visible forms of 
deference are obviously our sole indicators. But how can we tell when these 
are genuine and when spurious? An all-powerful dictator may be 
surrounded by a semi-divine halo, but those approaching him will call him 
‘comrade’ in spite of their trembling knees. Or one may have to endure a 
waiter's impertinence in a British restaurant while being called ‘Sir’. And 
“Your obedient servant’ of the official document may not perhaps be 
approached without gestures of propitiation. Did women have higher status 


fifty years ago than they have today, as one would expect judging from the 
readiness of men to bow and show other signs of deference? 


Moreover, while in some societies, as in Russia in the eighteenth century, 
a definite system of ranks may exist, in others there may be no clear 
delimitation between the strata, as in the contemporary West. The presence 
or absence of such delimitations does not depend on inter-stratic mobility, 
which can be extremely intensive and general in societies and groups where 
ranks are rigidly demarcated, as for instance in the Ottoman Empire. For the 
benefit of those not acquainted with sociological terminology I must add 
that the term ‘interstratic mobility’ designates ascending and descending 
movements of individuals on the ladder of social stratification. Generally 
speaking, the greater the differences in status the stronger is the tendency 
for the corresponding patterns of behaviour to become institutionalized, 
which involves a clear demarcation of groups to which they apply. This is 
particularly likely to happen in societies not undergoing rapid changes. 


I have been speaking so far about differences in prestige which various 
groups enjoy. The next step is to consider how are they connected with the 
distribution of wealth. If we classify groups or individuals according to 
their wealth we may find that this classification does not coincide with the 
one based on status. This problem was exemplified in a question over which 
one of my South African students pondered in his essay: ‘is the status of a 
rich butcher higher or lower than that of a poverty-stricken professor?’ Or 
one can think of the very common phenomenon of impoverished noblemen 
scorning the newly rich, who acknowledge themselves the superiority of 
blue blood. In spite of such exceptions, however, we can say that in the long 
run an impoverished group will also lose prestige, while that of the enriched 
group will be enhanced. But we should remember that we are dealing with 
an extremely abstract phenomenon; we may ask—prestige among whom? 
There may be conflicting claims which have not yet been settled by general 
acceptance. Every group tries to foster its material interests and if it does 
not succeed it means it has no influence, no power. Lack of wealth, then, 
proves powerlessness; and prestige is essentially determined by power. The 
discrepancies between prestige and wealth must, therefore, be considered as 
transitional phenomena, except in the case of groups whose claim to 
superior status is based on religious capacity requiring ascetism. 


Since we are studying here the influence of military organization on 
social structure, it would be tautological to define political stratification as 
the grouping of individuals according to their political power. In order to be 
precise I must add that by political I mean the aspect of social organization 
which is concerned with the regulation of the use of violence. The term 
political stratification’ will be used to designate the grouping of individuals 
according to their political rights. Political power may be exercised (i.e. the 
government may be influenced) in many ways: by passive resistance, 
unwillingness to fight, sabotage, bribery, moral reprimands, etc. Political 
rights differ from those channels of political influence in that they are 
claims to exert influence on the actions of the government, recognized by 
laws or customs. Generally speaking, the distribution of actual power tends 
to be reflected in the distribution of nominal rights, which, however, is also 
shaped by political ideas—perhaps a legacy of the past. 


For the purpose of the present investigation I shall use the term 'social 
stratification’ to describe the combined result of the evaluation of status, 
distribution of wealth and of political rights. In other words, inequalities in 
respect of wealth, status and political rights will be lumped together for the 
sake of the economy of words, and called social inequalities. 


Contrary to the common preconception, social inequalities may be 
extremely sharp in a society where interstratic mobility is very great. Thus, 
for instance, in the Ottoman Empire at its apogee all the highest officials 
began their careers as slaves; the Delhi Sultanate in India even had a slave 
dynasty; Mamluks, the military group ruling medieval Egypt, were on 
principle recruited from foreign slaves. The Maori, on the other hand, 
provide an example of a society where, though everybody's ‘station’ was 
determined by birth, social inequalities were not very great. 


Basic Causes of Stratification and Basic Forms of Power 


There is a tendency nowadays, due to the influence of Marx, to think of 
the causes of social stratification as being mainly of economic nature. It is 
true that differences in wealth can arise even in societies devoid of political 
hierarchy, provided that there is something that can be appropriated. Among 
the Kazaks, for example, whose political structure is very rudimentary, the 
primary basis of distinctions is wealth in herds. Those who lose their cattle 
may be reduced to servitude. Even more striking is the case of the Goayjiro 


Indians, living on the Carribean coast of Colombia. This tribe abandoned 
hunting, and went over to pastoralism after receiving cattle from Europeans. 
This was followed by the rise of inequalities based on differences in the 
number of cattle possessed. The neighbouring tribes, which did not adopt 
cattle breeding, show no traces of stratification. Here, then, we have the 
clearest possible case of a change in economy producing social inequalities. 
It should be noted, however, that these inequalities are rather small. I have 
not been able to discover a tribe where great differences in wealth would 
not be accompanied by a political machine of coercion, enabling the 
wealthy minority to protect their wealth, except where it is already 
protected by magico-religious beliefs. 


Any large group needs co-ordinating organs. Very often co-ordination 
cannot be done through consultation, but only through subordination. In a 
large community, therefore, some hierarchic organization is unavoidable; 
particularly when it comes to fighting. Peoples who could not evolve or 
adopt such organization were inevitably destroyed. Now, certain privileges 
must be given to those placed in positions of command. A plentiful supply 
of able aspirants can be secured only if such posts carry some privileges of 
at least honorary nature. Honorary distinctions are in a way psychological 
correlatives of attitudes of obedience and command, and are inseparable 
from any hierarchic organization. Also, wealth always inspires awe. A 
hierarchic organization, the higher rungs of which were worse paid than 
their underlings, could not work. The common bent of the poorer to court 
the favours of the richer would undermine discipline. Moreover, in all 
groups performing tasks not in themselves enjoyable supervisors must be 
privileged. Otherwise, they would make common cause with those they are 
supposed to force to work. The following account well illustrates the point. 
The Polish army, which was reconstituted in Britain in 1940 with men who 
managed to get there by various ways after the occupation of Poland and 
France, contained far more officers then required. As according to Polish 
military law a rank could be taken away only as a punishment, the 
superfluous officers were incorporated into all-officer units where they 
performed the duties of ordinary soldiers. It was interesting to watch how 
the conduct of individuals changed when they were transferred from such 
units to formations where they had functions corresponding to their rank, or 
vice versa. When they were in positions of responsibility and honours they 


were far more severe with themselves, more eager to do their duties. ‘La 
noblesse oblige.’ 


In every large society, then, there must be some sort of stratification, and, 
other things being equal, the larger the society the higher the stratification. 
But it must not be forgotten that the size of a society is only one of the 
factors determining its stratification. The American society must be more 
highly stratified than a band of Semang, numbering a few dozens of 
individuals; but social inequalities in the kingdom of Dahomey are more 
pronounced than in America. The Buinese society, pervaded by differences 
of status and wealth, was not larger than the egalitarian League of Iroquois. 
The size of the society sets only upper and lower limits to the height of 
stratification. 


In nearly all societies social inequalities go far beyond what is necessary 
for the smooth working of administration. Once the habits of obedience 
become established, it is easy for those in positions of command to use their 
authority to extend their privi- leges. How far they will be able to extend 
them depends on the balance of power between the rulers and the ruled. We 
can imagine a sort of a tug-of-war between the two groups. But we should 
beware of taking this schema for reality, where there is no clear cut frontier 
between the rulers and the ruled. Our imaginary tug-of-war symbolizes the 
result of countless human actions and attitudes; attempts to increase one's 
share of wealth or enforce more accentuated forms of deference; resistance 
to such attempts on the part of others, alliances and counter-alliances etc; all 
effected through countless forms of pressure and counter-pressure which 
human beings can exert on one another, ranging from physical violence to 
gentle disapproval. The result of these interactions depends on many 
circumstances: the number of contending groups, their relative power and 
cohesion, their constellation, the technique of supervision and possibilities 
of sabotage, ease of maintaining secrecy, etc. Nor should we forget the 
influence of ideologies. To a certain extent the beliefs about what are the 
proper privileges of any group are shaped by actual practice. Generally, we 
are inclined to consider as just—we ‘expect’—what normally happens. This 
is what Ihering calls ‘the normative tendency of the actual’. Nevertheless, 
as I have tried to show in the article contained in the December 1949 issue 
of the American Sociological Review, the ideas must be considered as 
forces possessing considerable measure of independence. 


The possession of wealth gives power. But as soon as we enquire into the 
meaning of the word ‘possession’, we see that the economic power is 
derivative. The terms: possession, property, ownership, designate the right 
to control, to use and dispose of objects, the access to which is prohibited to 
all except the owner. The norms, legal or customary, which support this 
control constitute, therefore, the foundations of economic power. 


The basic rules of honesty are common to all peoples and form a part of 
the ethics of neighbourliness, indispensable to any kind of social life. 
Nevertheless, in highly stratified societies, consisting of a multitude of 
groups, frequently with divergent ethical norms, the poor often consider 
encroachments on the property rights of the rich not only as permissible, but 
even as meritorious. This popular opinion has found expression in tales, to 
be found all over the world, about good robbers who despoiled the rich and 
distributed their booty to the poor. Generally speaking, in societies where 
inequalities of wealth are extreme, the property of the rich is respected 
mainly because of the fear of punishment. Through early conditioning of 
generations, it is true, ‘habits of honesty’ can be inculcated, which are 
observed almost automatically. Nevertheless as the experience of 
revolutions shows, once the notion spreads that one can help oneself to the 
goods of one's richer neighbours with impunity, these habits disappear 
quickly. 


We see then that economic power is not self-sufficient but derivative. On 
the other hand, the ability to compel through the use or the threat of 
violence is an irreducible form of power, which can exist without being 
supported by anything else. Spoliation is the usual fate of wealthy groups 
which do not wield political power. Plutocrats of Greek cities, Italian and 
German bankers in the epoch of the Renaissance, Chinese and Japanese 
merchants throughout history, provide examples to the point. The situation 
in the countries of Islam is well brought out in the following passage taken 
from the work of the greatest social philosopher of the Middle Ages—Ibn 
Khaldun (Prolegomenes Historiques, t. 2, Paris 1936, p. 293): ‘A burgess 
who possesses enough money and goods to be regarded as the richest man 
of the town draws upon himself envious looks, and the more he displays his 
wealth the more he exposes himself to be harassed by emirs and princes.... 
And when by some chicanery they manage to convict him of some offence 

. they take away his riches.... Everybody, then, who possesses great 


wealth ... should have a protector who can shelter him ... a member of the 
royal family, or one of the favourites of the ruler ... or a leader of a party, 
strong enough to make the sultan respect him.’ The proverb ‘who pays the 
piper calls the tune’ does not hold if the piper is stronger and can rob the 
payer, as is shown by the outcome of the dealings of various financial 
magnates with Hitler. It is true that sometimes businessmen exercised 
considerable influence, even though they did not control the government, 
because they were indispensable. Thus the medieval lord obtained a share 
of the wealth produced by his burghers but he could produce none himself; 
he had, therefore, to give them various liberties. 


In view of these facts it is not surprising that it is almost always those 
who wield the military power who form the supreme stratum of society. The 
pure plutocracy, that is to say, the rule of the rich who do not control the 
military power, can only be a temporary phenomenon. Purely economic 
factors produce, no doubt, fluctuations in the height of stratification, but, as 
the following evidence will show, the long-term trends are determined by 
the shifts of the locus of military power. 


In all social conflicts violence is the argument of the last resort. Even 
where it is never used it stands in the background as the enforcement of the 
‘rules of the game’. In a strike or a lock-out, business competition or 
electioneering, no violence may be used, but it is so because the police 
threaten with violence anybody who would use violence against other 
contestants. There are, of course, limits to what compulsion can do: it can 
enforce the grudging acquiescence and the execution of assigned tasks, if 
this can be effectively supervised; it cannot produce willingness to put out 
maximum effort or readiness to make sacrifices, and it stifles initiative. 
These consequences of a social order based on compulsion may have a very 
unfavourable influence on the quantity and the quality of production, thus 
leading to general impoverishment, which, however, need not affect the 
ruling group if it can alter the distribution of wealth even more in its favour. 
The passive resistance of the masses is most dangerous to the ruling group 
when the state is fighting for survival. At such times, if the willing co- 
operation of the masses is militarily essential, an effort must be made to win 
them over, to convince them that they are fighting for themselves. And the 
rulers who have to convince the masses to this effect may end by 
convincing themselves that their task is to serve and defend the People. For 


these reasons, the technical and military circumstances, which make the 
willing co-operation of the masses in the war effort more or less essential, 
are the most powerful among the factors which determine the extent of 
social inequalities. 


Economic power is derivative, but the same cannot be said about power 
based on magico-religious beliefs. As a matter of fact, this power seems to 
be the earliest foundation of social inequalities. Many extremely simple 
societies, such as, for example, various Siberian tribes, with no traces of 
chieftainship, have shamans enjoying high status, unusual wealth and other 
privileges. Among the Trobriand islanders the power of the chief has a 
magical basis. He possesses, it is true, considerable wealth, acquired 
through polygynous matrimonial arrangements, which enables him to 
display generosity indispensable for maintaining his influence. The ultimate 
weapon, however, against disobedience and encroachment on _ his 
prerogatives is his sorcery, which is believed by the commoners to be of 
deadly efficiency. The power of the Church in medieval Europe was based 
on the firmly rooted belief that it was the intermediary between God and 
mankind. The wealth, which the Church accumulated in consequence of its 
power, far from being an element of strength, was a root of weakness. Its 
accumulation led to laxity among the clergy which undermined the people's 
devotion, and then the riches of the Church became an easy booty for 
princes and nobles. Perhaps the most striking example of the efficacy of 
magico-religious beliefs as a foundation of power is the supremacy which 
the Brahmins maintained in India for two thousand years. It is particularly 
remarkable that they, unlike the Egyptian or Catholic priesthoods, were 
never organized. 


These few examples are sufficient to show that the magico-religious 
power, unlike the economic, is irreducible to any other form. For this reason 
we must make allowances for this factor, when studying the influence of 
military organization on social structure, particularly where the magico- 
religious influences are, as in India and Polynesia, overwhelming. 


The regime of castes in Bali is perhaps the most startling example of how 
religion can enforce a gradation of deference independent of, and cutting 
across, the differences of wealth and authority. 


War and Social Inequalities 


Herbert Spencer formulated a generalization that militancy, 1.e. the 
orientation of a society towards war, conduces to greater social inequalities. 
In support of this contention he gives numerous examples of rigid 
distinctions of ranks in societies which he considers as militant, like Russia 
or Germany, while pointing out to the lack of such clear-cut distinctions in 
the industrial society of Britain. We need not dwell on the utterly 
inadmissible identification of 'industrially’ with peacefulness. But it must be 
said that it is by no means obvious that the definiteness with which ranks 
have been delimited varies, as Spencer assumes, with the span of 
inequalities between them. Although the distinction between nobles and 
commoners is quite clear cut among the Buinese, such inequalities as that 
between a millionaire and a pauper in the fluid Western Society are 
completely unknown to them. In the history of Rome we find that the 
obliteration of legal barriers between plebeians and patricians was followed 
by a widening of the span of inequalities. Two classes hitherto non-existent 
came into being: the extremely wealthy and the destitute. The ‘clients’ had 
originally a status, rights and duties defined by law. During the later period 
of the Republic all legal distinctions between them and their patrons 
disappeared, but their position deteriorated instead of improving: they 
became a rabble of flatterers and hangers-on. 


Herbert Spencer's proposition, therefore, must be split into two questions 
which must be answered separately. First, does militancy as such 
necessarily produce a widening of social inequalities? Second, is it 
conducive to their definiteness? 


The empirical evidence shows that protracted wars sometimes widen 
social inequalities, but sometimes have the contrary effect. The wars of the 
late Roman Republic are an example of the former, but those of the Early 
Republic—of the latter. The great intensification of warfare witnessed in the 
twentieth-century Europe produced a definite flattening of the social 
pyramid. Many societies constantly engaged in ferocious warfare never 
possessed any permanent stratification, e.g. various tribes of American 
Indians. 


Success in war, more than in any other human activity, depends on co- 
ordination of individual actions, and the larger a group the more necessary 


is the co-ordination, and the larger the hierarchy required. We should 
expect, therefore, that the larger the group the more pronounced should be 
the stratifying effect of militancy. Even the most intensive warfare between 
very small groups can hardly produce a stratification, except if it leads to 
conquest. Conquest has a doubly stratificatory influence: in the first place it 
directly creates a division between the conquerors and the conquered; 
secondly, it opens new possibilities of inequalities by bringing into 
existence large political units which can be organized only on hierarchic 
lines. 


We must remember, however, that social inequalities may have other than 
military foundations, so that an intensification of warfare may not heighten 
the stratification but merely give more importance to military as compared 
with civilian hierarchies. That is what happened, for instance, in U.S.A. as 
the result of the two World Wars. 


Moreover, the intensification of warfare may make it necessary to enlist 
the support of the masses by granting them various privileges, in which case 
a substantial levelling may take place. The necessity of such a course will 
depend mainly on whether mass armies are, in view of the state of tactics 
and armament, more or less efficient than professional armies. 


Security from invasion may enable a military aristocracy to maintain its 
position even though the state of military technique permits the use of mass 
armies. The Japanese, for instance, were acquainted with the Chinese 
military technique, employing large conscript armies. But they did not 
adopt it because they had no large frontiers to defend. Bearing of arms 
remained in Japan an aristocratic privilege, with the exception of the short 
period of Taikwa reforms. The result was that the supremacy of the military 
aristocracy was never challenged. 


Hierarchic organization implies, as we saw, differential privileges. These 
privileges, however, cannot exceed certain bounds without impairing the 
fighting spirit of the army. The ordinary warriors must feel that they have 
something to gain by victory, or at least something to lose by defeat. Never 
has it been found profitable to use starved, ill-treated drudges as soldiers. 
Moreover, the example of great conquerors shows that a substantial 
measure of equality in the distribution of booty and the enjoyment of 
comforts enhances the morale of armies. 


The morale of the troops gains in importance as the struggle becomes 
more ferocious and its stakes higher. It is significant that never in the 
history of European armies was the chasm between officers and men deeper 
than in the eighteenth century; and that was precisely the time of limited 
wars, mildly conducted for insignificant stakes. As the wars became more 
ferocious the armies became more egalitarian. Nowhere can it be more 
clearly seen than in the case of Britain after the end of its ‘splendid 
isolation’ in 1914: before that date the gentlemen officers were divided by 
an impassable barrier from other ranks, recruited mainly from the paupers. 
The army which fought the second World War was completely different: the 
differences in pay and status were not extreme and ascension from the ranks 
into the officer corps was quite usual. 


A fact, well known to all those who participated in any war, must also be 
mentioned: namely, that there is far more equality between various ranks on 
the battlefield than in the barracks. This can be anecdotally illustrated by 
the sentence which came from the mouth of a certain professional officer: 
“The war is over; now we can make an army out of this rabble.’ It is true, of 
course, that on the battlefield there are fewer amenities which can be 
invidiously distributed; but also, a strong feeling of solidarity inevitably 
spreads among those engaged on a common, arduous, and above all 
dangerous task. This applies not only to military units but to whole nations 
too. The feeling of ardent solidarity—with the concomitant projection of all 
hatreds on the enemy, makes the holders of wealth and privileges more 
willing than they would be otherwise to share these boons with their less 
fortunate countrymen. For the same reason nationalism, even in its aspects 
not directly connected with war, may, by generating a feeling of solidarity 
in all members of the nation, bring about the same result. Increase in 
militancy, therefore, may, contrary to what Spencer thought, have a 
levelling, and not a stratificatory, effect. 


A clear-cut demarcation of ranks has been found necessary not only in 
armies, but in all large organized groups: it is a correlative of their 
hierarchic structure. The indeterminateness of social stations, like that 
prevailing in modern Western countries or in Rome during the Late 
Republic and the Early Empire, is due to the multiplicity of autonomous 
groups and to the existence of numerous individuals independent in many 
ways. Such societies may be termed poly-hierarchic. In mono-hierarchic 


societies, like, for instance, ancient Japan, where there is only one hierarchy 
embracing the whole society, the strata tend to be strictly delimited. To the 
extent then, to which intensive warfare may lead to the regimentation of 
individuals hitherto enjoying considerable freedom and to the absorption of 
all other hierarchies by the state bureaucracy, and of the latter by the army, 
we may say that, other things being equal, militancy does promote the 


definite demarcation of strata.! 


Conquest and the Origin of Privileged Groups of Warriors 


A privileged group of warriors who alone bear arms may arise in two 
ways: it may differentiate itself gradually from the rest of the population, or 
it may impose itself through conquest. The first process may occur either 
because the restriction of military service leads to the attainment of 
maximum strength, or because some groups try to monopolize arms-bearing 
in order to obtain a privileged position. That, however, may happen only in 
already fairly complex societies, where costly armament beyond the means 
of many may render the services of the majority useless, or where internal 
and external security are such that disarming the population becomes 
feasible. Where hunting and war weapons are substantially the same, and 
hunting remains economically important, such disarmament is impossible. 
That is why the earliest forms of privileged warrior group arose, no doubt, 
through conquest. 


It would be tedious and unnecessary to enumerate even a minute fraction 
of the examples of this process which have been noted since the dawn of 
history. Most of them are rather too complicated for the present purpose. 
When we look, for instance, at the Roman conquest of Gaul we see a 
subjugation of a society, already highly stratified, by another whose 
stratification is even more complex. The best authenticated cases of the rise 
of privileged groups of warriors out of the collision of unstratified peoples 
can be found in Africa; particularly in East Africa and Sudan, where 
extensive kingdoms have been founded through the conquest of negroid 
agriculturists by hamitic pastoralists. Although some of these states are now 
ethnically homogeneous because of the early amalgamation of the two races 
(e.g. Ganda),in others the miscegenation was not very extensive, or at least 
was not accompanied by social coalescence. In the kingdom of Ankole, for 
instance, the barriers between the two groups were in full force until the 


imposition of colonial rule. The Bantu agriculturists were compelled to pay 
tribute to their masters and allowed no political rights. Significantly, they 
were debarred from participation in wars, which was an exclusive privilege 
and duty of the pastoral aristocracy. As weapons were extremely simple, it 
was impracticable to disarm the serfs completely; nevertheless, the lack of 
training was a sufficient guarantee of their impotence. 


The foregoing example is peculiar because of its analytic purity: we can 
see there how the conquest produced stratification in the absence of any 
other possible causes. But conquest always has stratificatory influence. The 
conquered are always disarmed and the conquerors always reserve for 
themselves the right to bear arms. These propositions are almost self- 
evident and the examples supporting them range from ancient Assyria to 
present-day South Africa. Nevertheless, it must be remembered that these 
propositions apply only to complete conquest, and not to various shades of 
dependence, such as vassalage, protectorate, etc. Moreover, the conquerors 
may recruit soldiers from among the more reliable elements of the 
population, particularly if the country is heterogeneous and its unity is 
merely nominal, without being rooted in group consciousness. In India, for 
instance, the Sikh and Gurka troops constituted the pillars of the British 
rule. In spite of these qualifications, however, the fact remains that in states 
founded upon conquest, and where the ethnic amalgamation did not take 
place, the proportion of warriors in the total population is determined less 
by what is the optimum from the technical point of view, than by the 
numerical relation of the conquerors to the conquered. 


Military Participation Ratio 


We have seen that militancy sometimes heightens and sometimes flattens 
the pyramid of social stratification. Which way its influence will be exerted 
depends mainly on whether the co-operation of the masses is essential for 
the successful prosecution of war or not. It depends, in other words, on the 
proportion of militarily utilized individuals in the total population. This 
proportion I shall call the military participation ratio. The question now 
arises: what determines it? But before we answer the question we must 
make a distinction between the actual and the optimum military 
participation ratio. The actual M.P.R. is the one which actually obtains in a 
given society. It influences directly the stratification by affecting the 


balance of power. The optimum M.P.R., on the other hand, is the ratio 
which, within the given technicotactical conditions, would enable a state to 
attain the maximum military strength, other things, like morale, leadership, 
etc., being equal. Obviously, the actual and the optimum M.P.R. do not 
always coincide, and the changes in social stratification during or after wars 
are often due to the fact that the war emergency compels states to approach 
the optimum M.P.R. and to abandon the previously existing actual M.P.R., 
if it deviated from the optimum. 


But what determines the optimum? The first factor which must be taken 
into account is the relation of the cost of the most efficient armament to the 
productive capacity of the country. It is the relative, not the absolute, cost 
that matters. The equipment of a medieval knight would be considered 
nowadays very cheap in comparison with all the gadgets used by 
contemporary soldiers. But in the Middle Ages it was altogether impossible 
to provide any substantial portion of the inhabitants of any country with the 
equipment of a warrior. Even the possession of horse was beyond the means 
of an ordinary peasant. And as the heavily armed cavalry could disperse any 
number of footmen, the only alternative to defeat was the institution of a 
small stratum of professional warriors whom the rest of the population 
would support. It must be remembered, however, that at any time various 
sorts of armament can be produced, some more, others less costly; and that 
a great host poorly equipped may be stronger than a few superbly equipped 
warriors. Moreover, it is possible to combine better or worse, lightly or 
heavily, armed troops in varying proportions. Without going into the 
intricacies of this problem, it is sufficient for our present purpose to realize 
that the cost of armament together with the relative merits of various 
possible constitutions of armies circumscribe the optimum M.P.R. 


If the skills necessary for a warrior can be acquired and kept only by 
protracted and continuous training, military service tends to become 
professionalized. Normal economic activities cannot be reconciled with 
continuous military training except in the case of primitive hunters. The 
intensification of agriculture, connected with the growth of the population, 
requires steady application. Also if the wars are waged in distant regions— 
distant, that is to say, in relation to the development of the means of 
communication—the professionalization of the army will be fostered. 


Equipment and Remuneration 


The influence of the changes in M.P.R. on stratification will be modified 
according to whether the warriors equip and maintain themselves or 
whether they are equipped, provisioned and paid by the government. 
Naturally, in the first case they will be much more independent, much better 
able to enforce their claims. Moreover, if they are equipped and maintained 
by the government they are, as a rule, also fitted into an army organized by 
the government and commanded by officers appointed by it, and not left in 
their territorial or kinship units under the command of their tribal or elected 
leaders. They can thus be disciplined and their aspirations much more easily 
disregarded. The armed forces of the ancient Greek and Latin city-states, of 
the Swiss cantons, and of nearly all primitive tribes belong to the first 
category; the armies of bureaucratic states, like ancient oriental monarchies 
or the states of modern Europe, belong to the second. High M.P.R. will 
exert a stronger levelling influence if the armed forces fall into the first 
category. I shall come to some further implications of this point later. 


The Facility of Suppression 


The influence which the M.P.R. exerts on the span of social inequalities 
is further modified by another factor which we must also examine. 


The degree of superiority of the armed forces over the unarmed populace 
depends in the first place on the quality of the armament: a machine-gun 
confers upon its possessor a much greater superiority over an unarmed 
crowd than a sword. Also, if the production of armaments can be 
undertaken only in large-scale establishments, it is impossible to prepare an 
uprising secretly. Swords or even rifles can be manufactured clandestinely 
but not tanks or bombers. We can say, therefore, that the predominance of 
the armed forces over the populace grows as the armament becomes more 
elaborate. This predominance can also be due, sometimes entirely, to the 
advantage of organization. The importance of organization varies. In 
medieval Europe, when wars were waged by disorderly hosts casually 
assembled, it was slight as compared with Graeco-Roman and modern 
times. The preponderance of medieval knights was based on the exclusive 
possession of costly arms and not on organization. The importance of 
organization and the difficulty of improvising it grows as the numbers 


involved increase. We should expect therefore, that, other things being 
equal, the larger the state the more difficult is rebellion. That is perhaps why 
Montesquieu thought that small states tend to become republics while large 
ones are usually monarchies. Generally, we may say that the helplessness of 
the populace against armed forces grows with the importance of 
organization. 


Privileges of a ruling group are limited by, among other factors, the 
police technique with the aid of which it can keep the masses down. These 
techniques are not, as many erroneously think, something quite new. It is 
true that never before has there existed a police apparatus equal in scope 
and efficiency to the Gestapo or M.V.D. (the latest name of the Soviet 
police). But most of their basic methods are very old and seem new to the 
inhabitants of western Europe only because they were not used there for a 
few generations. The Venetian and Spartan oligarchies had in their service 
innumerable spies, intricately organized. Chandragupta, the founder of the 
first empire in India, used a whole army of spies and ‘agents provocateurs’ . 
Quite advanced methods of torture were known already at the time of 
Hammutrabi and it does not seem that much progress has been made in this 
field since then. Terror was employed by Ivan the Terrible and Hai-ling 
Wang with skill hardly surpassed by the contemporary masters of the craft. 
Aristotle gives a list of means used to maintain tyrannies, in which figure: 
the principle of divide and rule, extensive espionage, fostering 
licentiousness so that members of a family would denounce each other, 
terror and deceit. The superiority of contemporary police systems rests on 
new technical means with which these old methods can be applied, such as 
the radio, the telephone, the card-index system, finger-prints, etc. These 
new means make it possible to spread the web of espionage and terror over 
greater areas and envelop in it bigger populations. As far as the intensity of 
terror is concerned it seems that the Moscow of Ivan the Terrible reached 
the summit of what is humanly possible. Nevertheless, the extension of the 
police systems brought about their strengthening. In olden days many 
successful revolts started in the outlying regions which were beyond the 
reach of effective supervision by the despot. In a modern totalitarian state 
there are no such sheltered spots. The possibilities of rebellion are, 
therefore, correspondingly reduced. 


The ease with which a population can be kept down, which depends on 
the circumstances just discussed, is a very important determinant of social 
structure. As I shall need to refer to it frequently later, I propose to call it 
‘the suppression facility’. 


The suppression facility tends to sharpen social inequalities. It 
accentuates the effects of the low M.P.R. and counteracts the effects of the 
high. 


Frictional Factors 


The factors which determine the optimum M.P.R. undoubtedly exert very 
strong influence on social structure, but they do so only in so far as they 
modify the actual M.P.R.; and the actual M.P.R. does not adjust itself 
automatically to the optimum, as it may be enmeshed in various extraneous 
circumstances which, following the usage of the economists, we may call 
frictional factors. 


In a comparatively isolated society, such as Egypt before the Hyksos 
invasion or Japan before Perry, the need to attain the maximum strength 
may not be urgent: the military organization may, therefore, deviate 
considerably from the optimum possible. Also, the existing stratification 
may offer resistances to the changes required for bringing the military 
strength to the maximum. The lower classes may be so oppressed and full 
of hatred against the government, that the latter may shrink from arming 
them whatever the circumstances. Besides, because of apathy, resulting 
from age-long oppression, such a step might be useless; the peasants of the 
Late Roman Empire often preferred Teutonic invaders to imperial tax- 
collectors. In states dominated by privileged groups of warriors, particularly 
in those based on conquest, the resistance to the extention of military 
service may be especially strong, because such extension might mean also 
the extension of privileges, and therefore the diminution of benefits. Such a 
reaction is exemplified by the resistance of the Japanese samurai to the 
creation of a westernized army based on the conscription of peasants. 


Conversely, an egalitarian society where all men bear arms may resist the 
introduction of more efficient methods which make universal military 
service useless. The Old Testament depicts such resistance offered by the 
Israelites to the military innovations of David, Solomon and other kings, 


who found that heavily armed charioteers were necessary in the struggle 
against their neigh-bours. 


Sometimes the social structure of some country may be particularly 
suited to new forms of military organization, which can be developed there 
earlier than elsewhere, thus giving that country predominance out of 
proportion to its numerical and economic strength. This was the case of 
Sweden in the seventeenth century, which was the first state in Europe to 
have a national army because it had never known fully developed 
feudalism. 


Technico-military prerequisites of national mass armies existed in 
eighteenth-century Europe, but as this type of army was incompatible with 
the aristocratic structure of the European nations, it was not adopted. 
Armies were based on recruitment of mercenaries and on limited long-term 
conscription. These armies were rather inefficient instruments of war, but 
the wars were waged for limited objectives, and therefore there was no need 
to adopt an uncongenial form of military organization. The possibility of 
raising mass armies was first exploited by the French revolutionary 
government because this type of army harmonized with the new society. 
Other states did not adopt this new form of military organization until faced 
with extinction. 


Owing to the fact that the defeated are usually disarmed, every conquest 
tends to lower the actual M.P.R.; and as, generally, states try to subjugate as 
much territory as they can, there is the constant tendency for the actual 
M.P.R. to be reduced below the optimum. This, incidentally, is the 
explanation why tremendous empires often fall prey to small tribes where 
all men bear arms. Moreover, any group which is victorious in the struggle 
for power, which goes on in every society, is inclined to buttress its 
privileges by reserving for itself the monopoly of arms, thus reducing the 
actual M.P.R. below the optimum. Nevertheless, when faced with the threat 
of extinction the states usually adopt the most efficient military 
organization, even though it may be uncongenial to their social structure. If 
they do not then they are swallowed by those who have done so. In this way 
the technical and tactical innovations, which alter the optimum M.P.R., 
affect the actual M.P.R., and modify social structure. 


The Influence of the Standard of Living 


The ultimate results of levelling tendencies depend on a basic economic 
factor: the wealth per head, which is determined by the relation between the 
size of the population and the productive capacity of the country. When 
there is not enough food to go around, a struggle literally for life between 
individuals and between groups must ensue. Those who get to the top 
cannot afford to be generous, particularly if they are prolific, as that would 
mean starvation for them or their children. Moreover, if there is a strong 
pressure of population on the means of subsistence, an increase in the food 
supply would merely enable a great number to survive without improving 
their lot. Punishments for crimes must be severe as onyy the threat of torture 
or death can stop a starving man from stealing or robbing. No political 
system based on compromise can survive in such circumstances, as can be 
seen from the fate of the attempts to introduce parliamentary forms of 
government in the poor countries of eastern Europe, Latin America and 
Asia. Tensions generated by over-population and the consequent poverty 
can be relieved by foreign conquests and migration. Even then, however, 
social structure would be affected by becoming attuned to war. The better 
struggle for existence and opulence, not merely for power, will not permit 
the narrowing of the chasm between the ruling and the ruled. The dispersion 
of power in consequence of the extension of military service cannot in such 
circumstances result in a permanent measure of equalization of political 
rights and wealth, but only in periodic outbursts of levelling rebellions. This 
is what happened in China, as will be shown later, while in Europe of the 
nineteenth century the growing wealth enabled the shift in the balance of 
power to find its expression in the more stable form of the democratic state. 


B. EMPIRICAL VERIFICATION 


Primitive Peoples 


The so-called primitive peoples exhibit an astonishing variety of 
structures, ranging from small bands to kingdoms comprising up to a 
million inhabitants. In stateless tribes, i.e. those which do not possess 
differentiated organs of government, all men are warriors. Sometimes, it is 
true, only the young men are permanently at arms on the forward posts 


while the married men are in the reserve, as among the Masai of East 
Africa. The prestige accorded to warriors depends, generally speaking, on 
militancy. Among the Indians of the North American Plains, where prestige 
was gained almost exclusively in virtue of combative prowess, ageing led 
usually to its loss. Typically gerontocratic tribes, like the Australian, are not 
as a rule very warlike. In spite of the great variety of military arrangements, 
in no simple tribe is there a differentiated stratum of warriors. Such a 
stratum comes into existence only in larger societies—states which, without 
exception, are founded upon conquest. As examples I can mention Nupe in 
Nigeria, Ruanda in the Congo and Ankole in East Africa. But even conquest 
does not necessarily lead to the formation of a stratum of warriors. The 
Zulus of South Africa, for instance, incorporated all the defeated tribesmen 
who made a submission, into their own tribe, which thus grew to a 
tremendous size. The same can be said about various political units which 
rose and fell among the Eurasian nomads. 


The arms of primitive tribes are usually too simple to force the M.P.R. 
down. There are exceptions to this rule. Thus, for instance, when bronze 
swords percolated to prehistoric Europe, their costliness strengthened the 
position of the chiefs, who alone could afford them. European rifles and 
cars played the same role in Arabia and North Africa. Nevertheless we can 
say that restriction of military service in primitive societies is due, as a rule, 
to the effect of conquest and not to the cost of armament. 


It is unnecessary to dwell long on the stratificatory influence of conquest: 
the facts are plain. There are no records of a case where the conquerors 
acquired no privileges. Superimposition of one group over another is a facet 
of conquest. However, it is very seldom that we know the past of a pre- 
literate people, and for this reason it is mostly impossible to trace the 
changes which primitive societies underwent when some of them conquered 
others. Even in cases where it is reasonably certain that a conquest did take 
place, legends are usually our sole source of information about the 
conditions preceding the conquest. Therefore, as far as preliterate societies 
are concerned, we are compelled to abandon nearly all attempts to study 
variations in time, and resort to static, intersocietal comparisons. 


On principle, we could try to ascertain a coefficient of association 
between steep stratification and low M.P.R. I have no doubt that such an 
investigation would be valuable, but I do not feel able to undertake it 


unaided. The labour involved in tabulating would be immense and, I am 
afraid, out of proportion to the results which could be obtained through it; 
because no matter how carefully we counted the instances, the delimitation 
of the units would remain largely arbitrary, thus rendering the exactitude 
spurious. Furthermore, the counting would depend on the availability of 
information; and we have no grounds for believing that the peoples about 
whom we do have information, constitute a representative, random sample; 
indeed we have a definite reason to hold a contrary opinion, owing to the 
unevenness of the geographical distribution of our data. So, we are 
condemned to operate with rough approximations in all matters of 
quantification. 


In order to forestall misunderstandings I must repeat that I do not 
maintain that the M.P.R. is the sole determinant of stratification. Such a 
contention would be absurd and could easily be disproved: there are many 
societies in Polynesia, Indonesia and Melanesia where all men are warriors, 
and where the stratification, being rooted in religion, is very steep and rigid. 
The restriction of bearing of arms is only one of the roots from which social 
inequalities can spring. But, on the other hand, the evidence of primitive 
peoples undoubtedly attests the proposition that the restriction of bearing of 
arms (i.e. low M.P.R.) widens social inequalities. In some ways, this 
evidence is even more conclusive than that of complex societies, owing to 
the absence of complicating factors operating among the latter. In fact, in 
spite of a protracted search through ethnographic literature, I have not 
discovered a single pre-literate society where the existence of a group of 
watriors, possessing the exclusive right to bear arms, is not accompanied by 
a rigid division into the ruling warriors, enjoying various privileges, and the 
ruled non-warriors, labouring for them. As there are no negative instances, 
it would be almost a waste of time to enumerate the positive. Whether we 
take the Mbaye in the Ghaco, or the Ruanda in the Congo, or the Fulbe 
states in the Sudan, everywhere we find that those who bear arms constitute 


a privileged stratum.! 


In virtue of the fact that the armament of primitive peoples is as a rule so 
simple that the optimum M.P.R. 1s always high, the actual M.P.R. is lowered 
only in order to keep down those who are disarmed; there can be no need 
for lowering it in the interests of military efficiency. Consequently, the 


steepness of stratification is an even more necessary accompaniment of a 
low actual M.P.R. among primitive than among complex societies. 


The Near East 


The earliest theocratic city-states of Mesopotamia do not seem to have 
had a differentiated stratum of warriors. Their armies, simply armed and 
fighting in a sort of a primitive phalanx, had all the features of a militia. 
These societies were not egalitarian, although some traces of primitive 
tribal democracy survived for a very long time; but the stratification was 
based on the religious beliefs, bestowing great authority upon the priests, 
not on the military organization. Privileged strata of warriors arose only 
after the conquest of one city by another, and later of the whole Sumer by 
foreigners. It might be that the expensiveness of the bronze armament, 
which at that time became indispensable, also contributed to elevate the 
status of warriors by restricting their number. The changes in military 
technique and in the methods of production of armament which took place 
later did not affect the actual M.P.R.s of various political formations which 
rose and fell in these lands, because they were all founded upon conquest 
and preserved the character of conquest states. That is why the cheapening 
of armament, caused by the advent of iron, did not have a levelling effect, 
as it had in Greece and Rome. The Assyrians, who introduced iron 
armament into this area, superimposed themselves as warrior-masters upon 
other peoples and disarmed them. Henceforth until World War I the 
overwhelming majority of the inhabitants of this area lived under the heel 
of foreign conquerors. 


The fate of Egypt was different. The unified kingdom was built through 
conquest but no traces of ethnic distinctions were left in the historical 
period. The Hyksos, who invaded Egypt in the middle of the second 
millenium, were the first foreign conquerors of Egypt. They did not remain 
its masters for long but their rule left profound traces; the kingdom of the 
Pharaohs became a military state. Until then it had felt itself immune from 
attack. Its military organization was little developed. There were royal 
guards, partly Nubian slaves and mercenaries; the monarchs (provincial 
governors) possessed similar formations. There were military colonies on 
the border. But in principle all the inhabitants were liable to military 
service, though the levies were never general but only partial. They did not 


form a very efficient army by Asiatic standards but until the Hyksos 
invasion no emergency occurred with which casually assembled troops 
could not cope. Armament was of the simplest—spears, clubs, swords, 
small shields and small ineffective bows; tactics were practically non- 
existent. The Hyksos showed the Egyptians the invincibility of the Asiatic 
tactics, the main feature of which was the employment of chariots. The 
peasants could not, of course, be made into charioteers. The country could 
afford only a very restricted number of them. Moreover, all soldiers had 
now to be clad in protective armour, and protracted training became 
necessary. In such circumstances armies recruited through extensive 
conscription became useless, and were replaced by professional soldiery; 
for the first time in the history of Egypt a privileged stratum of warriors 
enters upon the scene. The chasm which gradually grew between them and 
the rest of the population became accentuated by the large scale recruitment 
of foreigners, because the Egyptians in virtue of their age-long pacification 
made bad soldiers. The status of the peasants was even further depressed: in 
addition to the priests and the court they had to work now for the soldiers, 
whose profession became hereditary. 


Egypt remained under the dominance of warrior strata until quite recent 
times; but later it was the foreign conquerors and not indigenous soldiery 
who were the masters. The only successful peasant revolt in the whole 
history of Egypt was the great revolution which in the middle of the third 
millenium brought down the Old Kingdom and destroyed the aristocracy. 
Significantly, it occurred when the peasants were still eligible for military 
service, which they did not become again until the reforms of Mehmet Ali 
at the beginning of the last century. These reforms effected a substantial 
levelling of stratification by abolishing the privileges of the ruling warrior 
group of Mamluks. 


Ancient Greece 


The Greek city originated as a conqueror's castle. War-bands which in 
successive waves swept down the peninsula established themselves in 
fortified camps, usually on hill-tops, from which they dominated the subject 
populations. In Homeric times,! however, many of the cities were already 
ethnically homogeneous. Nevertheless, everywhere the warrior aristocracy 
remained sharply divided from the peasants. The reason why the ethnic 


amalgamation was not followed by the attenuation of social inequalities is 
not far to seek: ‘The princes’, says V. G. Ghilde (What Happened in 
History, London 1942, pp. 151 and 163), ‘owed their power and wealth to a 
monopoly of new implements of war—long rapiers of costly bronze, huge 
shields and light horse-drawn war-chariots.... Battles resolve themselves 
into single combats between richlyarmed champions.... These decide the 
issue; the infantry are mere spectators. In fact only the few could afford the 
long blades of bronze, the chariots—marvels of the wainwright's skill—and 
the highly trained steeds, so that the masses were militarily worthless and 
accordingly politically impotent.’ 


‘Cheap iron democratized agriculture and industry and warfare too,’ says 
the same author. But we must add that the effects of it were not felt until 
certain tactical developments took place. In the meantime, social 
inequalities and antagonisms became even sharper. 


The Dorian invasions brought into being a number of states, chief of 
them being Sparta, which did not follow the general lines of the social 
evolution of Greece. The M.P.R.s of these conquest states were determined 
not by technico-tactical factors but by the numerical ratio of the conquerors 
to the conquered. The proverbial Spartan discipline and training were the 
means of compensating for the paucity of numbers. 


The breakdown of tribal organization, the spread of commerce and above 
all of money-lending, opened new possibilities of amassing wealth and of 
depriving others of it. The kings who often protected the plebeians against 
the nobles disappeared. Their loss of power seems to be due mainly to the 
fact that the monopoly of external commerce, which was their chief source 
of income, became impossible to maintain when the passive trade with the 
Phoenicians was replaced by sea-going expeditions of the Greeks 
themselves. The expansion of commerce and the growth of cities did not, it 
must be emphasized, in themselves produce democracy as can be seen from 
the following passage written by the famous French historian (Glotz, La 
Cité Greque, Paris 1928, p. 103): ‘Broadly speaking the new economy 
rapidly swelled the ranks of the lower classes and aggravated their 
condition. As the rich became richer, the poor became poorer.... Usury 
ground down small men... the plebeians of the town... lived from hand to 
mouth on wages which the increasing use of that human chattel, the slave, 
was forcing down.’ The conflict between the strata was naturally violent. 


But what demands an explanation is: why did the scales turn against the 
oligarchy and in favour of the masses in the sixth century? 


The answer is given by Fustel de Coulanges (La Cité antique, 28th ed., 
Paris 1923, p. 326), who says: ‘During the first centuries of the history of 
the cities the strength of armies resided in the cavalry. The true warrior was 
the one who fought on a chariot or on a horse; a foot-soldier was of little 
use and therefore little esteemed. All ancient aristocracies reserved for 
themselves the right to fight on horseback... gradually the infantry became 
more important. The progress in the manufacture of arms and the birth of 
discipline enabled it to resist the cavalry... soon it began to play the first 
role in battles because it could manoeuvre more easily. And the legionaries 
and hoplites were plebeians...’ Aristotle formulates a general theory in this 
respect (Politics, Everyman's ed., pp. 191—5): ‘...those who are employed 
in war may be likewise divided into four; the horsemen, the heavy-armed 
soldiers, the light-armed, and the sailors; where the nature of the country 
can admit a great number of horse, there a powerful oligarchy may easily be 
established: for the safety of the inhabitants depends upon the force of that 
sort; but those who can support the expense of horsemen must be persons of 
some considerable fortune. Where the troops are chiefly heavy-armed, there 
an oligarchy, inferior in power to the other may be established; for the 
heavy-armed are rather made of men of substance than the poor; but the 
light-armed and the sailors always contribute to support a democracy... so 
that for an oligarchy to form a body of troops from these is to form it 
against itself.’ ‘The first states in Greece which succeeded those where 
kingly power was established, were governed by the military. First of all the 
horse, for at that time the strength and excellence of the army depended on 
the horse, for as to heavy-armed infantry they were useless without proper 
discipline; but the art of tactics was not known to the ancients, for which 
reason their strength lay in their horse: but when the cities grew larger, and 
they depended more on their foot, greater numbers partook of the freedom 
of the city.’ Significantly, even in Athens it was only when the fleet became 
the basis of its might that those too poor to afford the equipment of a 
hoplite, but whose services as oarsmen now became essential, gained equal 
rights. After the Persian wars, the Athenian state became a sailors' republic. 
Thessaly, on the other hand, where the cavalry continued to be the principal 


arm, was never affected by democratic movements. ! 


During and after the Peloponnesian war the situation became complicated 
because Athens, Sparta and later Thebes constantly attempted to impose 
their own constitutions on other cities, so that these depended less on 
internal circumstances than on the balance of power. 


The Macedonian conquest altered the situation completely. Mercenary 
armies were the pillars of royal authority in the Hellenistic kingdoms. 
Social inequalities even increased and the hatred of the poor for the rich 
certainly did not disappear. Nevertheless, there were no more confiscatory 
laws because the fortunes of the rich were now guarded by the kings' 


mercenary soldiers, often foreigners.! The royal treasury represented now 
the main danger to private wealth. 


Tran 


The social stratification of the Achaemenid empire was rather complex. 
There were serfs, the majority presumably descendants of the pre-Aryan 
population, and the nobility, mostly descendants of the Aryan conquerors. 
But there were also nomadic Aryan tribes possessing no serfs. Furthermore 
there was a gradation among tribes, some being considered nobler than 
others. Moreover, within the Aryan tribes themselves certain lineages 
acquired privileged positions. There was no absolute gulf between the 
nobles and the common freemen who were quite numerous, and lived in 
self-governing villages. Whether they were more or less numerous than the 
serfs cannot be determined. The army of the Achaemenid kings was also 
mixed. It contained feudal cavalry but also contingents of free commoners, 
horsemen and foot-soldiers, led by their tribal chiefs. The main arms were 
the bow and the long spear. Protective armour was scanty and uncommon; 
even the Royal guards had none. With the conquest by Alexander, the alien 
ruling group imposed itself upon the Iranian population. 


The Sassanid dynasty, which rose to power in the third century AD., 
rejected all the vestiges of the Hellenistic dominance and emphasized the 
Iranian heritage. The Aryans and the original inhabitants having long before 
coalesced, there were no ethnic divisions of great importance. Nevertheless, 
social inequalities became steeper than in the earlier periods. Apart from the 
few merchants and artisans residing in towns, society consisted now of the 
nobles and the serfs, and between them there was an absolute, impassable 


barrier. The disappearance of the common freemen was no doubt connected 
with the changes which took place in the military sphere. With the 
introduction of the stirrup heavy protective armour came into use. Owing to 
its expensiveness it was far beyond the reach of ordinary commoners—even 
of those among them who could keep horses. The mainstay of the army was 
now the heavily armed cavalry. Only noblemen, feudal vassals of the king 
and his bodyguard, could serve as horsemen, and as the infantry composed 
of impressed serfs was purely auxiliary, they were the only section of the 
population which had military power. No wonder then that they were able 
to acquire various privileges and reduce the peasants to harsh servitude. 


After the fall of the Sassanid dynasty Iran remained under the rule of 
foreign conquerors until the fifteenth century. Arabs, Seldjukid Turks, 
Mongols, Timurid Turks succeeded each other as masters of Iran. Even 
during the reign of Safevid dynasty (six-teenth to eighteenth centuries), 
power seems to have lain in the hands of various Turkish and Afghan tribes. 
The Iranian peasants and herdsmen remained militarily helpless and 
therefore downtrodden. 


China 


Not much is known about the structure of the Shang kingdom. Possibly it 
resembled somewhat the theocratic city-states of early Sumer. But however 
that may be it is certain that after the Ghou conquest the country was 
dominated by the military aristocracy. The feudal society which came into 
being was in many ways similar to medieval Europe. Nevertheless, the 
predominance of the nobles over the common population never reached the 
same pitch. The Chinese noblemen of the Chou era resided in walled 
‘cities’ in considerable groups headed by the princes, and not in individual 
manors like their European counterparts. The common people lived in 
village communities. They had to pay to their lords dues in kind and in 
labour but they were free from the constant interference which the 
European serfs had to suffer. Moreover, and this is truly remarkable, in this 
feudal society an ideology spread which stressed the duties of the lord 
towards his subjects. This ideology reflected, it seems, the state of the 
balance of power between the nobles and the commoners, which was, when 
compared with the situation in medieval Europe, much more in favour of 
the commoners. 


The picked troops consisted of armoured chariots, manned by the nobles, 
from which they fought with bows and spears. But every chariot was 
surrounded by a division of foot-soldiers fighting with javelins, short 
swords and bows. ‘The most common arm was the powerful reflex bow, 
which was able to pierce the best armour worn by aristocrats. This meant 
that the aristocracy was not in the position of the knights of Europe, who 
could don their armour, bestride their chargers, and go out against any 
number of armed peasants or foot-soldiers and laugh at them. Even dukes 
and kings of ancient China were frequently wounded by arrows. These facts 
lead to two conclusions. First, whenever the populace became really 
disaffected, it could and did simply desert the ruler in the face of the enemy, 
and he was powerless. Second, if the people were oppressed to the point 
where resentment was universal, they possessed the power to revolt, and the 
aristocrats could not stand against their united opposition. Unlike the war 
lords of modern China they had no machine-guns with which a handful of 
mercenaries could mow down thousands of peasants. For this reason then it 
was essential that the people should be kept contented or at least below the 
line of active resistance against their superiors’ (H. G. Creel, The Birth of 
China, London 1936, p. 364). 


During the period of ‘warring kingdoms’ iron weapons became common 
and the feudal levies were replaced by mass conscript armies. Leading such 
an army Shih Huang-Ti conquered all other principalities and founded a 
unified empire. This change, of course, was not followed by the advent of 
democracy. Nevertheless social inequalities perceptibly diminished. The 
aristocracy lost their privileges. Their serfs became owners of the land 
owing dues to the state only. Members of the ruling bureaucracy were 
recruited among the lower strata. 


Except under the dynasties of conquest, when bearing arms was reserved 
for the conquerors, the Chinese armed forces remained a mixture of 
conscripted peasants which were called up in emergencies only, of 
criminals impressed for long-term service, of mercenary shock troops (often 
foreigners), and of military colonists similar to the Roman J/imitanei or the 
Russian cossacks. 


The fact that the armed forces were based in so large a measure on 
conscription made the distribution of power very different from what it was 
in the Islamic Near East or in India. It was this fact which made the so- 


called dynastic cycle possible. Chinese history comprises several such 
cycles. There essential stages may be summarized as follows: the 
degeneration of the dynasty enables the officials to get out of hand; they 
oppress the people and compel the free peasants by means of usury and 
chicanery to become their tenants; popular discontent coupled with the 
extreme incompetence of the government lead to a revolution; the new 
dynasty founded by a revolutionary leader proceeds then to abolish debts 
and redistribute lands, thus making the peasants once again the owners of 
the soil they till, and to replace the corrupt and incompetent officials by new 
officials, more honest and vigorous, largely drawn from the lower strata; 
after some time degeneration and corruption set in once again and the cycle 
begins anew. This is combined with the demographic cycle: the increase of 
the population during the prosperous periods aggravates the tension 
between the strata; the loss of life during the revolution raises the standard 
of living in the early days of each dynasty, as soon as the material damage 
is made good, which in view of the extreme simplicity of the productive 
equipment cannot take long. 


Since the time of the unification until the T'ang dynasty the cavalry was 
steadily gaining in importance because the invasion of the nomadic riders 
proved beyond any doubt its superiority. It was also becoming more heavily 
armed because of the improvements in the technique of manufacturing 
armour and the adoption of the stirrup invented by the Eurasian nomads 
around the beginning of our era. The Chinese economy did not allow the 
peasants to equip themselves with horses and other paraphernalia of a 
horseman. Moreover, fighting on horseback is a very difficult art to acquire, 
far more difficult than driving a tank or even piloting an aeroplane; and it 
demands constant practice. The only solution was to have recourse to 
mercenaries, recruited mainly among the nomads. The peasant masses lost 
in military importance and, as we should expect, their position worsened. 
The dynastic cycle has not disappeared, but under the T'ang dynasty, which 
more than any previous one relied on foreign mercenaries, the span of 
social inequalities seems to have been wider than ever before. After the 
T'ang the situation seems to have remained without much change of any 
importance from the present point of view; except under the dynasties of 
conquest which henceforth ruled China most of the time, and under which 
the mass of the Chinese were disarmed and kept in an inferior position. 


The contemporary events have so far deviated from the traditional cycle 
less than is commonly supposed. 


Japan 


Japan's past, though full of peasant rebellions, differs radically from that 
of China; these rebellions never succeeded. To be sure there was quite a 
number of successful revolutions but these were carried out by the nobles. 
The explanation of this fact must be sought in the form of military 
organization. Here the basic fact is that the bearing of arms remained 
throughout the Japanese history the prerogative of the nobles. The only 
exception was the time of Taikwa reforms in the seventh century, when the 
emperors, attempting to build a bureaucratic monarchy on the Chinese 
pattern, also tried to imitate the Chinese military organization. This part of 
these reforms proved just as unsuccessful and shortlived as the rest. Japan, 
not being threatened by anybody, did not need large armies and soon the 
nobles re-established their monopoly, which they maintained until the 
westernization of Japan. The result was that their supremacy was never 
challenged. There can be no doubt that the structure of the Japanese society 
would have been radically different if the external danger had made the use 
of large conscript armies unavoidable. The profound social transformation 
which occurred after Perry's expedition was due, perhaps, mainly, to the 
fact that it became necessary because of the Western threat to Japan's 
independence. Naturally, Japan did not become a parliamentary democracy, 
nor did it lose its highly _ stratified character. Nevertheless, 
contemporaneously with the adoption of semi-universal conscription many 
of the disabilities suffered so far by the lower strata, such as serfdom, lack 
of freedom of movement, discriminating taxation, distinct dress, etc., were 
abolished. Here again then we see that the rise in M.P.R. coincided with 
considerable levelling of stratification. 


India 


India is a classic land of subjugations; with the exception of the Near 
East no other land has been conquered so many times by foreign invaders. 
The rise of the ‘caste system’! is principally, though not entirely, due to this 
fact. Another consequence of it was that armies remained strictly 
professional except among independent tribes and sectarian polities; the 


peasant masses remained permanently disarmed and, as we might expect, 
invariably downtrodden; and, in contrast to their Chinese counterparts, they 
have never succeeded in carrying out a large-scale revolution. 


Little is known about the organization of the societies which belonged to 
the civilization of the Indus Valley. In the Indo-Aryan societies the 
profession of arms was reserved for the Ayran conquerors. With the rise of 
the royal power the character of the armed forces changed, except in the 
republics which survived till the late Mauryan era, where the warrior 
nobility ruled the serfs. These republics resembled in many ways the rural 
‘city-states’ of ancient Greece, such as Thebes. Elsewhere royal soldiers 
replaced the knights. 


In all the kingdoms about which we have information, even in those 
under strictly indigenous dynasties, the armies were professional. The 
Mauryas and the Guptas possessed very large armies, comprising 
detachments of infantry, elephants, chariotry and cavalry. The soldiers were 
either paid from the imperial treasury or assigned lands on semi-feudal 
tenure, their position being somewhat similar to the soldiers of Hammurabi. 
Although the ‘caste system’ has never been so rigid as it appears in the 
Brahminic apologetics, and neither all warriors were Ksatryas nor all 
Ksatryas warriors, in most of the kingdoms the soldiers did tend to form a 
hereditary stratum. 


The situation in the kingdoms of the Pallavas, Cholas, Viyaynagar and 
other southern principalities resembled in all essential aspects the 
conditions in the Mauryan and Gupta empires. Only the kingdom of the 
Rashtrakutas deviated from the pattern: there the soldiers were drawn from 
all strata, and did not form a hereditary stratum. However, nothing 
resembling universal military service, was in force: the army was definitely 
professional. Nevertheless, this widening of the field of recruitment 
considerably enhanced the strength of the kingdom, and, as we should 
expect on the basis of our theory, was connected with the general 
weakening of the caste barriers, which revealed itself particularly in the 
relatively small number of the pariahs and their status, less depressed than 
elsewhere. 


Indigenous kingdoms continuously attempted to swallow one another, 
and from time to time extensive empires were erected in this way. But apart 


from this there was a constant intrusion of conquering peoples from the 
north. In the states which came into existence in consequence of such 
conquests, the profession of arms was, naturally, reserved for the 
conquerors, and the subjugated populations were disarmed. In the kingdom 
of Harsha the Sakas —a tribal league containing peoples related to the Huns 
of Attilla —constituted a ruling stratum of warriors. In the Sultanate of 
Delhi the Arabs and the Afghans, in the Mughal Empire the Turks, Persians 
and other adventurers occupied equivalent positions. There were also 
smaller Radjput states, which flourished especially when the great empires 
were in the state of collapse, where warrior nobility ruled the serfs. 


The only places in India where social inequalities were smaller were the 
inaccessible regions occupied by independent tribes. Some of these tribes, 
particularly those in central and southern parts of the country and in Assam, 
were, and still are, very primitive and lacking in social differentiation 
beyond that based on sex and age. But the mountain tribes of northern areas 
are generally large, possessing hereditary chiefs and nobility. Nevertheless, 
the commoners are not downtrodden. On the contrary, they are renowned 
for their pride and independence. The chiefs are more leaders than absolute 
rulers on the southern pattern. The explanation of this deviation from the 
pattern of stratification prevalent further south is to be sought in the military 
organization. In the mountain tribes every man is a warrior. He has his own 
rifle and is imbued with a sense of honour. 


The case of Sikhs is equally illuminating. They were a peopleof soldiers, 
and refused to recognize the barriers of either Varna’ or ‘jat’. 


The picture, described by the Greek travellers, of the Indian peasants 
tilling their fields while the armies were fighting is by no means a reflection 
of a rustic idyl; on the contrary, it is an indication of utter political apathy of 
the peasants, induced by the complete disregard of their welfare on the part 
of the ruling strata. To the peasants all rulers were equally bad. 


It is quite possible that these military circumstances, by producing an all- 
pervading mood of hopelessness, had something to do with the fact that 
India and the Near East were the cradles of messianic, other worldly 
religions. These religions in turn became important forces, moulding 
societies. 


Rome 


Before the Etruscan conquest the inhabitants of Latium lived under a tribal 
organization similar in many ways to that of some African tribes. They were 
ruled by the elders of the ‘gentes’ (which correspond to what ethnologists 
call clans) and an elected chief. There already existed relations of 
dependence, servants and retainers came to be attached to individual joint 
families, but the sharp differentiation into nobles and serfs arose only after 
the Etruscan conquest. The Etruscans together with some Roman families 
formed the aristocracy. ‘The masses of the native population’—says 
Roztovzev (Social and Economic History of the Roman Empire, Oxford, 
1926, pp. 11—13)—“‘were forced to toil and sweat for their new masters. The 
overthrow of the Etruscan dynasty by the aristocracy of Rome did not alter 
the prevailing economic conditions. Much more important was the need of 
maintaining and developing a strong military organization able to defend 
her from attacks coming from the North and from the rivalry of other Latin 
cities.... It was during this darkest period in the history of Rome that the 
foundations of the Roman peasant state were laid. How and when the 
former serfs of the aristocracy became free peasants, owners of small plots 
of land and members of the plebeian class, we do not know. It is probable 
that there was ... a gradual evolution bringing with it both an emancipation 
of the former serfs and an increase in the number of free peasant 
landowners, who had never disappeared from Roman economic life, even in 
the times of the Etruscan domination. Both developments are probably to be 
explained by the military needs of the Roman community.... The Servian 
reform ... was both the consecration and the formulation of the results of an 
economic and social process which took place in the dark fifth century.’ But 
why should the military needs be different in the fifth century than before? 
The explanation is the same as in the case of Greece: The development of 
tactics and discipline made numerically large armies useful. The legendary 
‘celeres’ of Romulus were nobles on horseback. Iron became sufficiently 
common by the fifth century for the fabrication of fairly cheap arms. The 
‘classis’, the Roman counterpart, though by no means a replica, of the 
Greek ‘phalanx’, made the foot-soldiers supreme on the battlefield. The 
enrolment of all citizens able to equip themselves became the condition of 
survival. 


The economic factors cannot account for this levelling. On the contrary, 
as in Greece, they opened new possibilities of exploitation. The 
development of commerce did permit the rise of the new group of non- 
patrician rich; but it certainly did not strengthen the position of the peasants 
who constantly pleaded for laws which would prevent their exploitation: 
above all the mitigation of the law of debt. As warriors they found a weapon 
in the refusal to fight. When the patricians invoked their aid, their leaders 
said: ‘They have stripped us of our farms, they have carried our brethren 
into bondage, and now they call upon us to fight their battles.” The aims of 
the plebeians differed according to their economic position. To the rich the 
most important were the right of admission to magistracies and the right to 
associate with the patricians and intermarry with them. The poor desired 
mainly the abolition of debts, the cessation of the enslavement of debtors, a 
share in the conquered lands and the codification of laws, which would 
protect them from their arbitrary interpretation. Both desired the right to 
participate in making laws. These rights were won during the period from 
the fifth to the third century. It 1s true, of course, that there was never 
equality of political rights; the voting was weighted heavily in favour of the 
rich. 


Significantly those who were too poor to equip themselves for military 
service were practically deprived of the vote. And, what is equally 
important from the point of view of this study, the rich in whose favour the 
vote was weighted were those who served in the cavalry and heavy infantry, 
requiring costlier equipment than the minor sections of the armed forces. 
The reorganization of the army effected in the fourth century and ascribed 
to Camillus abolished all differences in armament in the heavy infantry of 
the legion, and this was probably another circumstance fostering social 
levelling. 


‘The great annexations of territory of the fourth and the beginning of the 
third centuries,’ says Leon Homo (Roman Political Institutions, London 
1929, pp. 54-5, 59, 71, 83)—‘following on the subjection of Latium and the 
unification of peninsular Italy, led to a considerable extension of the 
citizenship.... The gradual conquest of Italy increased the power of the 
army inside the Roman state, and therefore that of the plebeian element, 
which was the backbone of the army. ... In the interests of the country 
plebs, who chiefly wanted material betterment, the nobility in power took 


very effective measures. In 328 the Lex Poetelia Papiria ... ordered the 
abolition of seizure of the person ... and the liberation of men imprisoned 
for debt. Many colonies were founded, chiefly for the benefit of the rural 
plebs.... The great constitutional reforms of the third century, representing 
the triumph of the peasant middle classes, launched the Roman state in the 
direction of a regime of rural democracy. ... In the first part of the third 
century it was not the Senate—as formerly in the fourth century and later 
from the Second Punic War—which had supreme direction of foreign 
policy, but the people, won over to ... ideas of expansion.’ 


The earlier part of the third century marked the crest of the democratic 
trend. Henceforth, its driving force, the free peasantry, began to disappear. 
The cheap Egyptian corn, exacted as tribute, undermined their economic 
position, already difficult in consequence of devastating wars. Victories 
brought tremendous numbers of slaves, thus making /atifundia, based on 
gang-slavery, profitable. Many peasants became heavily indebted to newly 
enriched tax-farmers and officials, laden with the spoils of provincial rule. 
Political rights were also affected: the Senate became once again the closed 
and preponderant body. The army was at the same time becoming 
professional. Wars in distant regions could not be waged by conscript 
armies. Moreover, the tactics were becoming more involved and required 
therefore longer training. After the reforms of Marius the army ceased 
altogether to be a militia of Italian peasants and turned into professional, 
long-service troops, paid and equipped by the generals. 


The four processes: the ruin of the peasants, the professionalization of the 
army, the increasing disparity of wealth and the concentration of political 
authority in the hands of oligarchy— went together. I do not maintain that 
the professionalization of the army was the cause and the other three 
effects; that would be too one-sided. But it is evident that without it the 
other three tendencies could not develop as they did. It was possible, after 
all, to prevent the ruin of the peasants by legislative means, as was done in 
the fourth century. The attempts of the Gracchi to prevent the ruin of the 
peasantry failed, because the peasants, being no more militarily 
indispensable, could not exert the same pressure as before. 


The peasants were abandoned but the urban proletariat was pampered. 
‘Panem et circenses’ was the demand which even the most despotic dared 
not refuse. But it was from among these proletarians that the army was 


recruited. They in turn began to be neglected in the later period of the 
empire when they ceased to supply recruits, which were now drawn from 
the outlying regions of the empire and even from outside. The peasants 
remained downtrodden. 


Byzantium 


Apart from the areas only partly subdued by the imperial government, the 
cultivable lands of the Byzantine Empire were occupied by two different 
kinds of rural organization: the great domains and the village communities. 
The former were tilled by the serfs and, occasionally, by slaves. The latter 
comprised legally free peasants, owning the land they cultivated, who were 
jointly responsible for their taxes. Both the great domains and the village 
communities survived throughout the life-span of the empire but their 
relative importance varied. Variations in this respect implied transmutations 
of serfs into free peasants and the reverse, and they were connected with the 
transformations of military organization. 


During the four centuries which followed the foundation of 
Constantinople, most of the lands of the empire belonged to the owners of 
the latifundia. These magnatees, ruling sometimes thousands of serfs, were 
not feudal vassals of the Emperor but merely landowners; because, though 
they maintained considerable numbers of armed retainers, they did not 
receive their lands as the reward for military service. Their military 
importance was secondary. Mercenaries of variegated provenience formed 
the mainstay of the armed forces. 


In the seventh century the onslaughts of the Persians, Arabs, Slavs and 
Eurasian nomads almost annihilated the empire. In order to build an army 
able to repel the assaults, with which the mercenaries (owing primarily to 
their paucity) could not cope, Emperor Heraclius and his successors 
reformed the military organization. They confiscated many large domains, 
freed numerous serfs, and distributed lands to those who were willing and 
able to fight. The recipients of the lands were obliged always to be ready for 
service in the army. The resulting system was a kind of peasant militia 
which, however, was led by regular officers of the government. This system 
enabled the Byzantine Empire to survive and even to reconquer a 
considerable part of the lost lands. 


In the eleventh century this system began to decay. It was not, however, 
replaced by a disciplined professional army, as of old, but by armed forces 
which, though containing some regular soldiers, resembled the feudal levies 
of the medieval Occident. The great landowners and their retainers came to 
play the most important part in the defence of the empire. But they played 
this part very ineffectively, and the abeyance of the previous system, 
involving the reduction in the number of soldiers, contributed probably 
more than any other circumstance to the downfall of the empire. From the 
point of view of the present enquiry, the most interesting fact 1s that this 
transformation of the military organization, involving a lowering of M.P.R., 
was accompanied by the widening of social inequalities. The independent 
peasants almost disappeared, the great majority of them having been 
demoted to serfdom, and the area occupied by great domains underwent 
great proportional expansion. 


North Africa 


There are three types of geographical environment in North Africa: the 
mountains, the arid steppe and the cultivable plains; and each is, or at least 
was until the advent of the motor-car and the aeroplane, the cradle of a 
different type of society. Comparing these societies we notice again the 
close connection between stratification and M.P.R. The deserts are occupied 
by the tribes of pastoral nomads, led by the sheiks who are leaders rather 
than rulers. Within these tribes a rough equality prevails, tempered only by 
the privileges of seniority and personal prestige. All men are warriors. 
Sometimes one tribe established a supremacy over others, but this never 
amounted to a true domination. 


The inaccessible plateaux and mountains were the seats of the minute 
republics of the Berbers. These republics possessed councils of elders who 
settled current matters. Nevertheless the final instance was a general 
assembly of heads of families—that is to say, men who were not under the 
authority of their fathers. The economic equality was almost complete, and 
all men were warriors. 


On the cultivable plains the situation was completely different. There, the 
disarmed peasants worked for their masters: the sultans, their relatives, 
officials and mercenaries. 


The frontier between these types of societies fluctuated, and there were 
many transitory stages. Nevertheless, the division was as clearly marked at 
the beginning of this century as it was in the days of Carthage. 


Medieval Europe in General 


The lands of the Roman Empire were ruled with the aid of mercenary 
troops. During the lengthy process known as the fall of the Empire, these 
armies were becoming more and more Germanic and less and less under the 
control of the imperial government. Finally, the Germanic warriors usurped 
the place of the Roman ruling class. Naturally they regarded the right to 
bear arms as their exclusive privilege. The evolution of the military 
technique continued to proceed in the same direction as during the later 
period of the empire: towards the increasing predominance of heavily 
armed horsemen. This was mainly due to the introduction of the stirrup, 
invented by the Eurasian nomads, which enabled a rider protected by heavy 
armour to fight efficiently. We cannot be sure in the case of western 
European lands that the military service has been restricted because the 
armament became costlier, as this restriction was a legacy of the Roman 
past, and moreover the Germanic invasions would tend, as usually in such 
cases, to narrow or at least maintain this restriction. Nevertheless, it can be 
said with certainty that the medieval military technique would prevent the 
extension of military service even after the ethnic fusion took place. It has 
been calculated that several years’ income of the whole village was 
necessary to cover the cost of equipping one knight. And nothing could 
oppose a warrior clad in protective armour on an armoured charger. So, 
ineluctably, the peasant masses were militarily useless and helpless. This 
explains why all peasant revolts have, without exception, been drowned in 
blood, and the lot of the peasants became worse after every such attempt. 
Medieval armies, unlike the troops of post-Ch'in China or of modern 
Europe, never went over to such rebels because the nobles themselves were 
soldiers. With the significant exception of Scandinavia, peasants possessed 
no political rights, which were nevertheless accorded to townsmen who 
could defend themselves against the feudal cavalry behind their walls. 


Medieval Germany 


When the Germanic tribes first came in contact with the Romans, their 
stratification was very slight. All men met under arms and ordered the 
affairs of the village, the district and the tribe. They divided fields, passed 
resolutions about war or peace and chose the leader. Although certain 
families enjoyed special consideration, there was neither priesthood nor 
nobility with definite privileges. But henceforth social inequalities grew 
steadily. In the case of Germanic kingdoms established in previously 
Roman territory this was largely due to the effects of conquest. But even 
among the Germanic peoples which remained in their native lands social 
inequalities continued to grow. After the end of the Great Migrations, the 
common freemen lost their political rights. More and more of them were 
depressed to the status of serfs, until the society came to consist of serfs and 
nobles. These transformations, we can be sure, were not unconnected with 
the lowering of M.P.R., caused by the innovations in armament. The 
Germanic warrior of the earliest times was armed with a wooden club, a 
short spear with an iron point, eventually a battleaxe and a sling. Horsemen 
had neither saddle nor stirrups. Gradually and continuously the armament 
was becoming heavier, until after Charlemagne the heavily armed knights 
attained undisputed predominance on the battlefield, and the tribesmen in 
arms were replaced by feudal hosts. 


Poland 


The history of Poland exhibits a similar connection between the cost of 
armament and social stratification. The original kingdom was despotic; and, 
although the nobility already existed, its privileges and its power over the 
common people were not very extensive in comparison with the later times. 
The armed forces consisted of the general levy of freemen and the king's 
permanent guard—druzjina, corresponding to Carolingian antrustiones. 
Both were armed with very primitive weapons and used no protective 
armour. Their method of resisting the hosts of heavily armed German 
knights, whom they could not oppose in a pitched battle, was ambush— 
tactics well suited to a country still covered by primeval forest and 
morasses. Gradually, the general economic progress enabled Polish warriors 
to equip themselves better. The Polish forces which defeated the knights of 
the Teutonic order on the field of Grunewald were similar to the hosts of 


western Europe: their mainstay were the heavily armed horsemen. The 
social structure of the Polish kingdom underwent a_ corresponding 
modification: the nobles succeeded in interposing themselves between the 
common people and the crown. All peasants were reduced to the status of 
serfs, while their obligation to participate in wars disappeared. Their 
primitive weapons, the only weapons they could afford, were now useless. 
The heavily armed horsemen remained the mainstay of the Polish armed 
forces right down to the end of the seventeenth century; and, significantly, 
Poland was the country in which the privileges of the nobility were greater 
than anywhere else in Europe. 


Sweden 


Sweden provides us with an example of the opposite development. There, 
the densely wooded nature of the country and also the lack of suitable 
horses reduced the cavalry to unimportance. Until the reforms of Gustav 
Vasa the armed forces consisted of the general levy of freemen if the 
country was invaded, and of volunteers from all strata for foreign 
expeditions. Infantry was far more important than the cavalry. The history 
of the Swedish military organization thus deviated from the general 
European pattern and, significantly, its social history is also strikingly 
different from that of the rest of Europe: there was no feudalism in Sweden. 
The tremendous majority of its inhabitants remained peasant-proprietors, 
who owed allegiance to no lord. The main difference between the nobles 
and the peasants was that the former possessed more land. No judicial or 
administrative powers over the peasants were vested in the nobles, except in 
those who were at the same time royal officials. The peasants were judged 
by tribunals composed mainly of their peers and took orders only from the 
king. In short, there was no serfdom in Sweden. That country, moreover, 
was the only one in Europe where representatives of the peasants sat in the 
parliament. 


Curiously, the cavalry began to play a greater role in Sweden precisely at 
the time when its preponderance was waning in western Europe, that is in 
the fourteenth century, and tax exemptions were granted to anybody who 
could equip himself with the outfit of a horseman. This trend, however, did 
not last sufficiently long to produce important modifications of 
stratification, although the tendency towards the widening of the privileges 


of the nobility revealed itself during this period. The trend was arrested 
when Gustav Vasa, building on old foundations, introduced conscription for 
foreign service and organized the first national army of Europe. 


Denmark and Norway 


Until the thirteenth century the social structure of the Scandinavian states 
remained essentially similar; they all differed from the other countries of 
Europe in more or less the same way. After the thirteenth century social 
inequalities became greater in Denmark than in Sweden, in which latter 
country they became greater than in Norway. This ranking corresponds to 
the relative importance of the peasant militia in these countries. In Norway 
it remained the mainstay of the armed forces, owing to the nature of the 
land, even less favourable to the employment of cavalry than in Sweden; in 
Sweden the cavalry became more important, though, as we saw, it never 
became nearly so important as it was in the rest of Europe with the 
exception of Switzerland and the Scottish Highlands; the armed forces of 
the Danish kingdom resembled those of the rest of Europe, and, as we 
should expect on the basis of our theory, social inequalities became there 
almost as great as they were in Poland: towards the end of the Middle Ages 
Denmark was fast becoming a seignorial quasi-republic. 


Switzerland 


Switzerland was the only country in medieval Europe which was never 
ruled by the nobility. The free peasants were never subjugated: there were 
no serfs. Throughout the Middle Ages and later, their communes governed 
themselves according to the rules of the ancient Germanic tribal democracy. 
Even the war leaders were elective and vested with their authority only for 
the duration of a campaign. The geographical situation was the cause of this 
survival of tribal democracy amidst countries dominated by feudal lords. In 
the mountains the lightly armed Swiss foot-soldiers were invincible. 
Moreover, they evolved the infantry tactics which, when they spread to 
other countries, precipitated the demise of the feudal cavalry. On this 
invincibility were based both the country's independence and the military 
organization in the form of militia, which in turn was reflected in the 
political institutions and the social structure. 


Russia 


The eastern Slavic tribes have been welded into a state by the Norse 
conquerors, who became the ruling stratum. They lived in fortified places, 
some of which grew into commercial towns, and drew tribute from the 
Slavic peasants. Although they engaged in trade, principally by exchanging 
the proceeds from the tribute against Byzantine manufacturers, they 
remained essentially warriors—the prince's ‘drujina’. The ethnic 
amalgamation and the disappearance of the trade, the latter being due to the 
incursions of the nomads, led to a change in the character of the ruling 
stratum: they ceased to live in towns, supported by the gifts from the. prince 
and proceeds from the trade, and began to dwell on lands assigned to them 
by the prince in return for military service. The peasants were liable to 
various kinds of corvee, some of which were of military nature, but the 
cavalry, consisting of nobles, formed by far the most important part of the 
army. And so it remained until fire-arms became really important. In the 
meantime, though the M.P.R. did not undergo any perceptible changes, the 
position of the nobles has been transformed: they fell into much stricter 
subordination to the tzars. This was the exact opposite of the process which 
was going on in Poland at the same time. 


The fire-arms brought into existence a new kind of warriors called 
‘stryeltzy’. They were foot-soldiers recruited from outside the nobility, and 
rewarded with beneficia. They were the essential instruments of the tzars in 
their struggle against the nobles. Gradually, however, they transformed 
themselves into a semi-hereditary group, and became a great danger to the 
tzar's authority until exterminated by Peter I, who built a Conscript army. 
This army, however, consisted of men conscripted for life, and therefore 
had the character of a professional body. The M.P.R. remained low until the 
nineteenth century, and social inequalities remained extreme. Nevertheless, 
the fact that soldiers were now drawn from the lower strata brought into the 
social system an element of instability which revealed itself in the near- 
success of the rebellion of Stenka Razin. 


The consequences of the extension of the M.P.R., which took place in the 
second half of the nineteenth century, were very far-reaching; and, as will 
be seen later, this extension was the condition of the success of the levelling 
revolution which broke out in 1917. 


Spain 


Before the Roman conquest the Iberic peninsula was occupied by a 
variety of peoples. They differed in many features but here, as elsewhere 
among societies of a similar level of complexity, we can discern a dividing 
line between unstratified tribes, without specialized strata of warriors, and 
compound societies where the warrior nobility ruled the peasants. 


During the Roman domination the circumstances in Spain were moulded 
by the Roman system, and therefore need not be described separately. Then 
came the visigothic conquest which produced a semi-feudal society, where 
the conquerors became the warrior nobility, retaining the profession of arms 
for themselves. 


When the Arabs, or rather the Berbers under the Arab leadership, 
subjugated Spain they, in turn, established themselves as the ruling warrior 
nobility. Gradually, with the process of ethnic amalgamation, and partly in 
consequence of increasing centralization of authority, the nobility lost its 
martial character, and the armed forces came to consist of mercenaries. This 
situation persisted in the emirates which came into existence after the break 
up of the western Caliphate. 


The remnants of the Christian Spain organized themselves into several 
small principalities. Their stratification had been levelled considerably in 
comparison with the Visigothis times, owing primarily to the necessity of 
arming the whole populations. Serfdom has almost disappeared and, as far 
as social inequalities are concerned, we might say that the Pyrrenean 
kingdoms resembled more Sweden or Norway than western Europe or 
Moorish Spain. The reconquest changed this. It gave into the hands of the 
nobles large domains, the inhabitants of which became their serfs. Towards 
the end of the reconquest the M.P.R. dropped approximately to the level at 
which it was in other countries of western Europe while social inequalities 
became correspondingly accentuated. At the close of the Middle Ages Spain 
did not differ appreciably from other countries of Europe on this point. 
Thereafter, the stratification of the Spanish society became even steeper 
than in other countries west of the Rhine. 


Until the nineteenth century the M.P.R. remained decidedly low in the 
Spanish kingdom. Owing to the influx of gold from the overseas 
possessions the kings were able to carry out a thorough centralization, of 


which a very important aspect was the replacement of feudal levies by 
professional soldiers. This, however, affected social inequalities relatively 
little, particularly, as in the Spanish army even ordinary soldiers were 
recruited mostly from among the nobility. 


The introduction of universal conscription in the nineteenth century 
inaugurated the age of instability and revolutions. 


England 


The social organization of Roman Britain was similar to that of the other 
Roman provinces, except that the patches which remained beyond the 
imperial control, and preserved their tribal organization, were much larger 
than in Gaul or Spain. Within the area ruled effectively by the Romans the 
most important social unit was the villa—that is to say, the large estate 
worked by slaves. The armed forces consisted of the legions, by that time 
strictly professional. 


The civilization of Roman Britain was swept away by the Anglo-Saxon 
invaders, who also exterminated or drove out the Celtic population. The 
Anglo-Saxons lived in village communities of free peasants. There were the 
earls, the nobility of birth; though it is not really exact to call them the 
nobility—they constituted no caste: they rather resembled the chiefs of the 
Bantu tribes of South Africa. The absence of profound social inequalities 
was undoubtedly connected with the military organization of these tribes, 
whose armed forces consisted of peasants bringing their own arms. This 
militia was called the fyrd, and the bulk of it consisted of foot-soldiers. 


Under the impact of the Norsemen's raids the military organization was 
altered. The heavily armed horsemen were found much more effective than 
the fyrd. Naturally, ordinary peasants could not afford the equipment of a 
heavily armed horseman. So, a professional force became indispensable. It 
consisted of thegns: the nobility of service which grew out of king's 
retainers. They were endowed with land, and rapidly developed into a 
privileged stratum. Finally, the society came to be divided into the warriors 
and the peasants who toiled for them. Even before the Norman conquest 
England was covered by manors, where the serfs lived under the 
jurisdiction of their lords. 


The Norman conquest sharpened social inequalities for a time, as 
conquests usually do. Nevertheless, by the beginning of the Hundred Years' 
War, English society had become less steeply stratified than the French, 
which by then had been ethnically homogeneous for several centuries. For 
the explanation of this fact we must look again to military factors. 


During their wars against the Welshmen the English warriors learned to 
use the long bow. This was a most formidable weapon, far superior to any 
other type of bow known in Europe and more effective than the cross-bow. 
By combining the foot archers, drawn from among the free peasants 
(yeomen), with the cavalry composed of the nobles, the English leaders 
dealt during the so-called Hundred Years' War a series of shattering blows 
to the feudal hosts of the French kingdom, the core of which was the best 
cavalry in Europe. The English military organization was reflected in, and 
reflected, the social stratification. There were, of course, serfs in the 
England of that era, but the yeomen who provided the archers were free, 
and owners of the soil they tilled. Unlike their counterparts in France and 
Germany the English peasants were not helpless against their lords as was 
proved by the success of the Great Peasant Rebellion, until it was 
suppressed with the aid of a ruse. It surely was not accidental that the only 
peasant revolt in England which succeeded took place at the time of the 
predominance of the long bow. One is reminded of the role which the reflex 
bow played in China. 


Significantly, when the period of enclosures begins, when more and more 
severe laws are being passed against the vagrants (who in reality were only 
peasants expropriated by their lords), the yeomen archers are needed no 
more; nor are they feared. The defence of the country is now assured by the 
navy and the mercenary soldiers, using fire-arms against which the bows 
would be of no avail. 


The Balkans 


In the Balkans the connection between M.P.R. and stratification can be 
seen better if we consider the matter geographically than if we try to trace 
variations in time. The line which divides—or at least divided until the 
present century—the peoples of the Balkans into two different types is the 
frontier between the highlands and the lowlands. The lowlands were 
populated since the dawn of history by the serfs and their masters. The 


masters changed often but the serfs underwent no substantial ethnic 
modification since the Slavonic invasions. Even before the Roman conquest 
Illyria, or rather the lowland part of it, had a reputation of being a country 
of humble serfs and proud warrior nobility. During the Roman domination 
it was sprinkled with villas, and did not differ markedly from Dacia or other 
parts of the Empire in what concerns the stratification. The Slavonic 
invasions destroyed the Roman civilization and almost exterminated the 
Romanized population, of which only those who sought refuge in the 
mountains survived. These invasions reached even the Peloponnese, and 
profoundly altered the racial composition of the population of Greece. 


These invasions produced a wholesale regression to tribal organization; 
yet, the population was still stratified because, though the Slavonic tribes 
were fairly egalitarian, they were under the domination of the Avars—a 
league of Eurasian horse-nomads. 


So, the stratification of the Roman villa was replaced by that of a 
primitive conquest state, loosely held together. When the empire of the 
Avars collapsed, most of its territory fell to the next wave of the invaders 
from the Eurasian steppe, the Bulgars; the north-eastern part of it was won 
by Charlemagne, and the Byzantines eventually reconquered the southern 
part. Everywhere in the Balkan lowlands the peasantry was dominated 
during this epoch by the foreign nobility. By the beginning of the eleventh 
century the Byzantines had already destroyed the Bulgarian state, and 
subjugated almost the whole peninsula, while Panonia (present day 
Hungary) was conquered by the Madyars and Dacia (present day Rumania) 
by the Petchnegs—both newly arrived from the steppe. As far as 
stratification is concerned, there was no substantial change. The situation 
remained essentially the same even after the erection of the national 
kingdoms of the Serbs and the Bulgarians. (The latter were by now a 
Slavonic nation which inherited the name of its former Asiatic masters, who 
dissolved themselves in the Slavonic mass.) As before the warrior nobility 
ruled the serfs; the only difference was that now both spoke the same 
language. But even this did not last very long: by the end of the fifteenth 
century the Balkans were under the Turkish domination, the Bulgarian and 
Serbian nobility exterminated or degraded. Henceforth until quite recent 
times the Turkish warrior nobility ruled their despised serfs with an iron 
hand. 


All this was happening in the lowlands. In the highlands of Serbia, 
Bosnia and Montenegro the patriarchal tribes preserved their independence 
—at least de facto if not de jure—until the present century. No nobles ruled 
the semi-nomadic mountaineers, living under the tribal democracy 
tempered by patriarchy. Even in the midst of the seignorial domains, the 
Aromuns maintained their independent and pastoral way of life on the 
Carpathian peaks. And it must be remembered that among all those 
mountaineers every man was a warrior: a warrior above anything else. 


Early Modern Europe 


The supremacy of the heavily armed knight was destroyed by the 
improvement of infantry tactics and fire-arms; and the feudal levies were 
replaced by mercenary armies. This change produced far-reaching 
transformations of political structures, which will be discussed later, but as 
far as the span of social inequalities is concerned it was of no great 
consequence. The masses remained unarmed and excluded from military 
service, and therefore deprived of the levers of power which wielding arms 
usually gives. Serfdom, it is true, disappeared from western Europe, but that 
was due to economic, not military causes: the spread of monetary 
circulation made payments in money appear more attractive than dues in 
labour. Also the growth of the royal power—a complex process due to both 
economic and military factors—enforced the abolition of private 
jurisdiction, which was the corner-stone of serfdom. But it must be 
remembered that a real improvement does not necessarily follow legal 
emancipation. The peasants seldom became owners of the land they tilled: 
usually they were turned into tenants whose position was sometimes worse 
than that of serfs. They also had to bear all the fiscal burdens from which 
other estates were exempted. The place of the feudal lords was now taken 
by the courtiers, landowners and royal officers, but the privileged position 
of the aristocracy remained unchallenged, until the French Revolution. 


The causes of the French Revolution were manifold: the thwarted 
aspirations of the rising bourgeoisie, the spread of ideas advocating a 
‘rational’ social order, the feeble-mindedness of the king, the complete 
incompetence of his ministers, the arrogance of the aristocracy, whose 
intransigent insistence on their privileges was only rivalled by their 
indolence, the discontent seething among the poor because of the severe 


economic crisis—to mention only the most important. But from our present 
point of view the most important is the fact that a large part of the troops 
fraternized with the rebels and turned against the government and the 
aristocracy. This could only happen because the soldiers were now recruited 
from among the paupers. Such defection could never have occurred if the 
nobles themselves constituted the core of the armed forces as they did in the 
Middle Ages. The court nobility, moreover, relinquished even the 
controlling functions in the army, being satisfied with sinecures. The actual 
commanding was done by subalterns originating from the poor provincial 
nobility and even bourgeoisie. The high nobility, by letting the military 
power slip out of their hands, permitted a situation to arise in which their 
downfall was possible. 


Modern Europe 


The French revolutionary armies were the first in Europe to be based on 
universal conscription, with the partial exception of Sweden. No doubt, the 
revolutionary and patriotic fervour awakened among the people made the 
idea of ‘levée en masse’ appear workable and attractive. Nevertheless the 
M.P.R. could not have been raised so much if the technical conditions did 
not permit it. The most important technical circumstances involved were the 
improvements in the manufacture of fire-arms and the better methods of 
commanding large numbers of men on the battlefield. The cost of the outfit 
of a Napoleonic soldier was, even if we count artillery and engineers, on the 
average far lower than the cost of the equipment of a medieval knight. The 
skills necessary for a fighting-man became much easier to acquire: shooting 
with a rifle is much easier than archery or swordsmanship. 


There was nothing in the inner structure of the European states of the 
nineteenth century which compelled them to adopt universal conscription. 
Quite the contrary: the resort to this method of raising armies undermined 
the position of the monarchs and aristocracies. Metternich, the chief 
upholder of the traditional order realized this perfectly; at the Congress of 
Vienna he insisted on the abolition of conscription. All European 
monarchies introduced universal conscription only after decisive defeats. 
Prussia had recourse to this expedient only after its professional army was 
shattered by Napoleon. The Tsars of Russia initiated reforms in this sense 
only after the sad experience of the Crimean War. Franz Joseph of Austria 


was converted to the new idea only after his troops suffered a signal defeat 
at the hands of Bismark's conscripts. The French Restoration Monarchy 
abandoned universal conscription in favour of the professional army. The 
July Monarchy, though more concerned about the interests of the 
bourgeoisie than of the aristocracy, was too afraid of the lower classes to 
arm them. The same can be said about the Bonapartist regime which 
followed. The Third Republic which succeeded it in consequence of the 
crushing victory of the Prussian conscript army over Napoleon's 
professional soldiers, always relied on conscription. 


The advent of mass armies produced a new situation. The loyalty of the 
lower classes had to be strengthened by extending to them various rights. In 
Prussia, and later in Germany, this policy was perhaps most deliberate. 
Serfdom was abolished concurrently with the military reforms of Stein, and 
peasants were granted the ownership of the land they cultivated. Later, 
insurance schemes for the wage-earners were sponsored by Bismarck, and 
in this respect Germany was far in advance of other countries. In Russia the 
reforms of Alexander II abolished serfdom and transformed the army from a 
professional into a conscript force. The old professionals were not always, it 
must be added for the sake of precision, volunteers; they were mostly 
conscripts—but for life. In Austria the adoption of universal military service 
coincided with the reforms in virtue of which the Habsburg Monarchy 
became constitutional instead of absolute. 


Not only was it necessary to keep the lower classes fairly contented if the 
conscripts were to be willing to fight, but, further, these armies were 
unsuitable for suppressing popular revolts. Where the ruling aristocracy was 
unwilling to make concessions, as in Russia, the regime collapsed. There 
were many peasant rebellions in Russia before the twentieth century, but 
they never succeeded. The 1905 revolution nearly succeeded and that of 
1917 did succeed because the peasants were armed. Undoubtedly all kinds 
of other factors were also responsible for the success of the Russian 
revolution. It would either have not occurred at all or have failed if instead 
of a Nicolas II a Peter I had sat on the throne; or if the ruling aristocracy 
had been less corrupt and indolent; or if the war had been short and 
successful. But weak monarchs, indolent aristocracies and unsuccessful 
wars were not unknown in Russia before, and the regime nevertheless 
survived. The influence of Marxism, percolating from the West, was 


important in determining the subsequent turn of events; but the discontent 
among the peasants, which caused the dissolution of the army, was little 
influenced by abstract ideas; the main motives were war lassitude and land 
hunger. The fact remains that it was the mass army which made the success 
of the revolution possible. 


The fate of the Habsburg Monarchy illustrates well how a state might be 
compelled to adopt military institutions which proved to be suicidal. 
Because of the rising tide of nationalisms all efforts to instil into the masses 
loyalty to the crown proved futile; with the result that in the hour of defeat 
the empire simply dissolved. Again, it was not the first major defeat which 
the Habsburg Monarchy suffered in its long and chequered career; but it 
was the first disastrous war waged with armies raised through general 
conscription. 


The history of modern Britain does not seem to fit into the schema 
expounded above. There the important extensions of the franchise, 1.e. some 
equalization of political rights, took place in the sixties and the seventies of 
the last century—long before universal conscription was introduced during 
the first World War. These reforms were followed by a number of important 
measures, aiming at the attenuation of the suffering of the poor; such as the 
legislation protecting wage-earners, industrial insurance, progressive 
income-tax, etc. But we should not exaggerate the effects of these steps; 
British society before 1914 was very steeply stratified. The rise in the 
standard of living of the masses was due to the general economic progress 
and not to equalizing redistribution. It remains true, however, that there has 
been a levelling tendency at work in British society ever since the middle of 
the last century. Among the circumstances which facilitated this trend two 
were of decisive importance: one was the lessening of the tension between 
the strata, owing to the general rise in the standard of living, which in turn 
was due to commercial and industrial expansion and the existence of outlets 
for emigration; the other was the unmilitary character of the ruling class. 
Being sheltered by the navy, Britain could dispense with a strong army; and 
generals did not play prominent roles in politics. The unwarlike merchants 
and industrialists were not able to keep down the constantly growing 
proletariat as the knights kept down the serfs. This could have been done, 
but then they would have had to cede their place at the top of the social 


ladder to generals and ministers of police. They preferred to make 
concessions to the lower classes. 


It is nevertheless significant that the two world wars, fought with 
conscript armies, strengthened immensely these levelling tendencies. The 
end of the first saw the introduction of universal adult suffrage; the second 
brought to power the Labour Party, with its programme of ‘soaking the 
rich’. 

The contemporary situation is characterized by two opposite tendencies. 
The means of controlling the people and suppressing the opposition, 
suppression facility—as I called it, have greatly improved during the last 
century. Radio, telephone, photographs, finger-prints, automatic carding, 
talking drugs, etc. make an individual outside the ruling group helpless. So 
long as the government retains the loyalty of the armed forces, no revolt can 
succeed. These circumstances are conducive to greater inequalities between 
the ruling group and the rest of the population. This tendency has so far 
been balanced by the indispensability of the enthusiastic participation of all 
subjects in the war effort, in which now even civilians are involved. This is 
why even the governments which have no compunction about using terror 
nevertheless practice what H. D. Lasswell calls mystic democracy.' The 
subjects are subjected to persistent propaganda that the state is really theirs, 
that the government's only care is to further their interests. Not a trace of the 
haughty disdain for the rabble, so frequently expressed by the aristocratic 
rulers of old Europe, can be found in the pronouncements of the modern 
despots. Prisons and concentration camps are filled, not with those guilty of 
‘lése majesté’ but with the enemies of the People. Voting at the elections, 
which confirms an American or a Swede in the belief that the state is really 
his, can easily be replaced by the knowledge that the helm of the state is 
being wielded by the Leader, the Saviour with whom one is in a mystic 
communion, or the Great Comrade, the infinitely wise Father who always 
knows best. Those rare fellows who insist on their right to proclaim the 
results of their speculation whatever they may be, can easily be liquidated 
or silenced. Would-be competitors of the ruling group can similarly be dealt 
with. But all this affects the masses very little. The sense of power which 
one can enjoy when dropping a vote into the ballot-box is rather negligible, 
compared with one's vicarious enjoyment of power through identification 
with the powerful dictator or the victorious nation. 


Wealth and prestige are certainly more desired by the great majority of 
human beings than freedom of thought or the vote; and curiously, even the 
governments which ruthlessly suppress all opposition try to satisfy these 
desires of the man-in-the-street—or at least promise to do so. 


There is no need to give proofs that the Soviet regime is egalitarian. 
Rather a correction of this view is needed. Although it undoubtedly is so in 
comparison with the Tzarist rule, social inequalities in Russia are much 
greater than is commonly imagined in the West and the present trend is 
towards their accentuation. On the other hand, the prevalent ideas about the 
effects of Nazi rule on the social stratification of Germany are quite wrong. 
Hostile propaganda pictured Hitler's regime as a ruthless exploitation of the 
worker in the interests of a small clique. In reality Hitler bestowed upon the 
German lower classes considerable economic benefits. He took away, it is 
true, all their political rights and suppressed mercilessly all opposition, but 
he also built houses for them, provided them with all sorts of amenities and 
abolished the constant threat of unemployment which hitherto hung over 
their heads. The power of capitalists and landlords was curtailed. An owner 
of a factory, for example, had no right to dismiss an employee without 
official sanction. Later, the people were asked to work for ‘guns instead of 
butter’; but this, they were made to believe, was a necessary step in their 
career of conquest, the fruits of which would be wealth and power for every 
German. This is the explanation of the passionate loyalty which the German 
people felt for their Fiihrer. Nobody can doubt it who has seen lower-class 
German women fall into ecstasy when hearing his voice, or witnessed the 
stubbornness with which the German soldiers fought to the bitter end. The 
German people resembled a war-band devoted to their leader, whose lust 
for power was matched by their eagerness for booty. 


It is significant that the regime which more than any other totalitarian 
dictatorship was a mere cloak for pre-existing privileges, and was the least 
egalitarian—Italian Fascism—proved to be the weakest and collapsed 
ingloriously. 


The foregoing evidence is sufficient, I think, to prove that the M.P.R. is 
one of the strongest determinants of stratification; and that, on the other 
hand, stratification tends to reflect itself in the M.P.R. In other words, the 
height of stratification tends to co-vary with the M.P.R. 


* * * 


It is extremely probable that the M.P.R. exerts very strong influence on 
the position of women, which is usually higher in societies where they 
participate in wars, even if in a subsidiary role, than in societies where they 
do not. This proposition could only be proved by a special investigation 
which I cannot undertake, but a cursory glance over the evidence definitely 
points this way. In Europe, women made the greatest strides towards 
equality during and after the two World Wars, in which they proved to be 
very useful. Among primitive tribes where women help in wars their 
standing is high. On the other hand, in societies where their status is at its 
nadir they are absolutely precluded from any contact with things military. 
There are, of course, many other very important factors which influence the 
status of women: e.g. magical and religious beliefs. 


I must add finally that the variations in M.P.R. due to changes in age 
composition do not affect stratification. 


! Social structures differ in the degree of what might be called ‘delineatedness’. In some of them 
the divisions between various groups are clearly demarcated, so that there can be no doubt about 
where any given individual belongs; in others the dividing lines are blurred. This distinction applies, 
naturally, to stratification. The ranks of a modern army represent a delineated stratification, whilst the 
class divisions of any contemporary Occidental society provide an example of blurred stratification. 
It must be remembered that this “blurredness’ is an objective fact—not a consequence of the 
defectiveness of sociological knowledge. For this reason if we attempt to calculate exactly the class- 
position of an individual in a society with a blurred stratification, as some American sociologists do, 
we are trying to locate something that does not exist. 


Within one collectivity some groupings may be delineated, others blurred: in the British House of 
Commons, for instance, the party groupings are delineated but the groupings into cliques are blurred. 


This distinction should not be confused with that between intersecting and mutually exclusive 
groups. Thus, for instance, sporting clubs are usually clearly delineated groups but need not be 
mutually exclusive: one can belong to a tennis club and a rowing club at the same time. On the other 
side there are mutually exclusive groups which, nevertheless, are not clearly divided one from 
another, e.g. cliques into which members of many university senates form themselves. 


These distinctions are very important for the understanding of the functioning of social structures, 
but their analysis would exceed the bounds of the present enquiry. 


1 | must add that these states have been built through conquests, and that the stratification there 
corresponded to ethnic divisions. 


1 Though the Trojan War was waged in the twelfth century B.C., we can be sure that the social 
conditions described in the //iad were those of Homer's own time, i.e. the eighth century. 


1 Significantly, in the Carthaginian republic, which, after the sixth century B.C., relied almost 
exclusively on mercenary troops, the oligarchy was never threatened by popular movements, though 


the economic situation was similar to that of commercial cities of Greece. 


! This statement applies to the cities under the direct control of the monarchs, though even there 
abortive revolutions took place. In the independent or semi-independent cities revolutions continued 
to occur; for Sparta the third century was the age of revolution. 


1 An enormous amount of paper has been wasted on worthless theories about the ‘caste system’, 
and on speculations about whether there are ‘castes’ outside India, by writers who did not realize that 
there is no such thing as ‘caste’ in India. ‘Caste’ is a word coined by the Portuguese who did not 
understand the Indian order very well, and this word is indiscriminately applied to both ‘varna’ and 
‘jat’?, which are totally different things, neither of which corresponds to ‘caste’ as defined by 
textbooks of sociology. The strata of the Iranian society under the Sassanids provide the best example 
of the latter. 


! This explains undoubtedly the constant use of lies in contemporary political propaganda. A 
despotism which does not seek to dissimulate its nature does not need to be averse to truth. Frank 
despotisms do not need to throttle intellectual freedom in the same way as does Stalinism. Even 
social sciences flourished under the Romanovs, Habsburgs and Hohenzollerns. An unabashed 
autocracy may allow considerable free-dom of expression except when it leads to a direct attack on 
the ruler or his right to rule. Indeed, despots often fostered free thought and even protected daring 
thinkers from the wrath of a bigoted populace. Examples illustrating this point are numerous; it is 
enough to mention Frederick II Hohenstaufen, Akbar, the Ptolemies, the Medicis, al Mamun. This is 
nothing abnormal because science, so long as it remains non-evaluative, can no more prove or 
disprove the right to rule of a hereditary monarch than it can prove or disprove the right of a majority. 
Recognition of such norms is the matter of ethics, unsusceptible to logical proof. Modern totalitarian 
regimes are inimical to free thought not so much because they are autocratic as because they rest 
upon a Big Lie. 


Hl 


The Size of Political Units and their 
Cohesion 


ATTACK VERSUS DEFENCE 


N every political structure there are at work centripetal and centrifugal 
| forces, promoting territorial cencentration or dispersion of political 

power respectively. Military factors affect their balance, thus largely 
determining the territorial distribution of political power. 


In order to avoid misunderstanding I must point out that territorial 
cencentration (or dispersion) is only one form of concentration (or 
dispersion) of power. When, for instance, towns become more independent 
of the capital, that is territorial dispersion of power, but when the judicature 
emancipates itself from control by the executive that is non-territorial 
dispersion of power—in this case functional. Another form of non- 
territorial distribution of power is the competitive (or better, substitutive), 
like that existing between political parties or churches thriving within the 
same territory. 


The first proposition which I shall seek to establish concerning the 
relationship between military factors and territorial distribution of political 
power, is the following: other things being equal, the predominance of 
attack over defence promotes the territorial concentration of political power 
(centralization), while if defence becomes the stronger form of warfare, a 
trend towards the territorial dispersion of political power (decentralization) 
is likely to ensue. 


In view of the difficulty, frequently met, of deciding when the territorial 
concentration of political power is to be called centralization and when 
territorial expansion (should the process which went on in France from 
1400 till 1700, for instance, be called the centralization of France or the 
expansion of the Gapetian patrimonial state?), we might restate the above 


proposition as follows: other things being equal, the predominance of attack 
over defence tends to diminish the number of independent governments 
within a given area and to widen the areas under their control, and/or 
facilitates the tightening of control over the areas already under their 
domination; while the superiority of defence tends to produce opposite 
results. 


We should expect, therefore, that when the art of fortification is more 
than a match for the existing siege-craft, the size of the political units will 
be smaller, and their number within a given area greater, than in times when 
every stronghold can easily be stormed. There are, of course, disturbing 
factors, but historical evidence supports this proposition. 


The formation of the Chinese Empire was connected with the changes in 
armament and tactics which preceded this event. During the era of small 
virtually independent principalities, feudal chariotry was the main arm. Its 
attacks could not be very effective because any ditch could stop it. Feudal 
lords resided in strongholds which were well-nigh impregnable. This 
situation was changed during the so-called period of warring kingdoms, 
which ended with the conquest by the Ch'in of all rival principalities. The 
cavalry, attacks of which were much more difficult to repel, replaced the 
chariotry, thus making battles decisive. At the same time there appeared 
siege-engines with the aid of which even the strongest fortifications could 
be stormed: battering-rams, catapults, rolling towers, etc. The balance 
between attack and defence clearly changed in favour of the former. 


Seven centuries earlier a similar development provided the basis for the 
foundation of the Assyrian Empire, far greater than any hitherto seen. 
Assyrians were the first to develop the effective technique of assaulting 
strongholds by means of battering-rams and other siege-engines. They also 
created the first cavalry. 


The welding of Greek cities into one empire had also something to do 
with the balance between attack and defence. Philip of Macedon introduced 
into his armies the artillery of catapults and balistas, and other siege- 
engines. Until then the Greeks knew no other means of reducing fortified 
places than starving them out. 


Not the least important among the circumstances which brought about 
the Roman conquest of the Mediterranean world, was the fact that the 


Romans brought siege-craft to a perfection unheard of before. As no 
improvements in the art of fortification took place at the same time, the 
balance was tipped in favour of attack. The Roman siege-craft was really 
impressive and required considerable technical knowledge on the part of the 
officers and even the ordinary soldiers. 


The disintegration of the Roman Empire in the west was accompanied by 
a change in the balance in favour of defence. To be sure, this circumstance 
played no part in the decline of the Roman Empire but was its result. The 
Germanic hosts which replaced the legions were too uneducated, unruly and 
unaccustomed to methodical work, to be able to perpetuate the Roman 
siege-craft. But once this change in the balance between the two forms of 
warfare occurred, it hampered all attempts to restore the unified empire. 
When the art of storming fortifications partially revived in western Europe, 
its resuscitation came too late to undermine the strength of the baronial 
castle, which had come into existence in the meantime. It was a far more 
formidable stronghold than a fortified city because its site was chosen 
purely for its natural advantages, whereas the walls of a town had to follow 
its contours. Containing no inhabitants except its garrison it could withstand 
a blockade for a very long time. The castle was the main basis of the 
independence of the barons. 


In central Europe, where the Roman siege-craft was never known, the 
balance was tipped in favour of defence by improvements in building 
technique, which substituted walls of masonry for banks of earth and 
palisades. By the time of the Saxon Kings proper castles had begun to 
appear. From then onwards the power of the Kings was steadily reduced 
and appropriated by feudal magnates. 


It is highly significant that siege-craft remained on the former high level 
in the portion of the Roman empire which preserved itself intact— 
Byzantium. 


Towards the end of the Middle Ages national monarchies began to rise in 
western Europe, and in Germany the small barons were gradually 
subjugated by the princes. The causes of this process of territorial 
concentration of political power were multifarious: the revival of monetary 
economy, the improvement of administrative technique, the growth of 
towns—to mention only the most obvious. But military factors were at least 


equally important. It was the cannon, which came into use at this time, that 
smashed the main pillar of feudalism: the baronial castle, hitherto 
impregnable. 


From the epoch of Renaissance to the nineteenth century, the oscillations 
in the balance between attack and defence were too small to produce far- 
reaching effects in the political sphere. The indecisiveness of eighteenth- 
century wars was due not to this but to other factors. They were more in the 
nature of royal games than life-and-death struggles between the nations. 
The Napoleonic wars brought a change: the aim of war came to be the 
destruction of the enemy. Fortresses could still resist for very long periods 
but armies learnt to by-pass them. The situation, however, was not radically 
different from what it was during the campaigns of Gustaf Adolf. 


In the first World War the machine gun forced trench warfare upon the 
armies. The preponderance of defence became indeed startling. It would be 
too much to say that the sudden multiplication of states in Europe was the 
consequence of this new military situation. Nevertheless, after due 
allowance is made for the influence of nationalism and other factors, it 
seems probable that many of the new states would not have been created if 
they had been thought to be completely defenceless. 


In the second World War attack proved to be supreme for reasons too 
well known to be discussed. And again a coincidence must be noticed: the 
number of really indépendant states in Europe has diminished. Eastern 
Europe is virtually one state governed from Moscow. In western Europe the 
number of states has not diminished but they are independent only on 
sufferance. They could easily have been made into American dependencies. 
Here again we see that military factors are not the only determinants of the 
political situation; they open certain possibilities but these can remain 
unused. Nevertheless, a certain measure of military coalescence of western 
European nations, dictated by the impossibility of individual defence, has 
taken place since the end of the war. 


The latest weapons have rendered any defence, except retaliation almost 
impossible, and have made the military conquest of the whole world quite 
feasible. 


THE INFLUENCE OF FACILITIES OF 
TRANSPORT AND COMMUNICATION 


A contest between mobile armies is more likely to issue in a clear-cut 
decision, while a draw is more likely if the armies are slow-moving. This is 
clear if we compare, let us say, battles in which the Mongol cavalry was 
involved, with clashes between European feudal hosts. Good transport 
facilities permit the utilization of the resources of wider area. Also, with 
mobile armies rebellions can be swiftly suppressed. The rapidity of 
communications enables the central government to supervise local officials 
effectively, thus preventing the disintegration of the state. The radius of 
efficient military action also depends on the state of transport and 
communications. The same factor together with the technique of 
commanding, sets the upper limit to the size of armies which can be 
directed strategically or tactically. With the improvement of the means of 
transport and communications, big states, which hitherto derived little 
advantage from their size, become relatively stronger, and can subjugate 
their smaller neighbours more easily. 


As a consequence of these facts we should expect, that whenever an 
improvement in the technique of transport and communication occurs, 
which is not counterbalanced by an increase in the weight of equipment nor 
by a rise in the relative effectiveness of defence, the size of the political 
units will tend to grow. Let us see if history bears witness to this contention. 


The earliest traces of the use of horses in Mesopotamia are 
contemporaneous with the foundation of the first extensive empire in that 
land. The Hyksos who spread the use of horses into Syria and Egypt created 
an empire wider than any hitherto seen. After their expulsion from Egypt, 
the Egyptians, now possessing horses, embarked for the first time upon 
conquests abroad. The Assyrians, who created an empire greater than any 
that existed previously, used chariotry more extensively than any other 
people. They increased, moreover, the mobility of their armies by forming 
the first cavalry we know of. Horses it must be noted were until then used 
for drawing chariots, not for riding. An even greater empire was built by the 
Persians, who were renowned as horsemen, having been originally pastoral 
nomads. In India the rise of the great kingdoms, which swallowed a 
multitude of small independent principalities, coincided with the 


introduction of horse-riding and the domestication of elephants, which 
improved transport tremendously. China was welded into one empire soon 
after horse-riding replaced chariot driving. It was because of their great 
mobility that pastoral nomads, like the Mongols, Arabs or Turks, were able 
to establish their gigantic empires. It must be noted, however, that in their 
pristine state, i.e. before the conquest of sedentary populations, the nomads 
never created any states, because no real control can be exercised over 
tribes continually on the move. The Roman Empire, based on maritime 
transport, could not have arisen without great improvements in ship- 
building and navigation previously effected by the Greeks. Similarly, the 
introduction of the compass and improvements in the art of sailing enabled 
the Europeans to build their colonial empires. 


In view of the foregoing evidence, we should expect that the 
unprecedented progress in the technique of transport and communication, 
which occurred in the nineteenth century and after, would lead to further 
political unification; but it is by no means obvious that it has. Since the 
beginning of this century several great empires have disintegrated into a 
number of independent states. There are apparently forces at work which 
counteract the influence of the factor here discussed; I shall deal with them 
in the following chapters. Even though, however, no definite trend towards 
the diminution of the number of states during this period is discernible, 
within each political unit centralization has proceeded at a very rapid rate. 


The relation between political unification and centralization and the road 
system is very striking. Road-building has always been one of the chief 
preoccupations of empire-builders, like the Persians, Romans, Incas, and 
many others down to modern times. The dissolution of empires is often 
followed by the decay of the roads, which cannot be maintained without an 
efficient centralized government. In Europe roads were completely 
neglected between the fall of the Roman Empire and the rise of the modern 
national monarchies. 


The conclusion of the foregoing is that, other things being equal, 
improvements in the facilities of transport and communication foster 
territorially centripetal tendencies of political structures, while their 
deterioration strengthens the centrifugal tendencies. 


ARMS OR ORGANIZATION 


Centrifugal tendencies will be strengthened if the dominance of the 
watrior stratum is based on individual superiority; when it is due, for 
instance, to the possession of arms better than those which their subjects 
can procure. In such a situation they may rule individually, each governing 
a number of subjects, or serfs, or servants of some kind, as was the case in 
medieval Europe or in South Africa of the last century. If, on the other hand, 
the preponderance of a group of warriors is due to their superior, closely 
knit organization, then they can preserve their dominance only if they 
maintain their cohesion. They must, therefore, rule collectively not 
individually. The Spartan state and the Inca empire present classic examples 
of such collective dominance. The arms with which the Inca tribe 
conquered their empire were of the simplest kind: clubs and shields, which 
were not greatly superior to weapons which could be made by the 
surrounding tribesmen. Inca victories were due to their better organization 
and above all to the iron discipline unknown to their neighbours, which 
could not be relaxed if dominance was to be maintained. This situation 
produced one of the most rigidly disciplinarian states in the world. 


MONOPOLY OF SUPERIOR TECHNIQUE 


Many empires have been created because the exclusive possession of 
superior armament or tactics enabled some peoples to subjugate others. This 
monopoly was an essential condition of the existence of these empires, and 
its loss usually led to their disintegration. 


Examples of conquerors owing their successes to onesided superiority of 
tactics or armament abound. The Zulus succeeded in extending their sway 
over a large part of Southern Africa because of the military innovations of 
their king Chaka, who replaced the disorderly tribal host by well-organized 
regiments. He also taught the Zulu warriors to fight in close order instead of 
the traditional loose grouping, and to use their throwing spears for thrusting. 
The exclusive possession of iron underlay the triumphs of the Assyrians and 
of the Ch'in state in China. The conquests effected by the Persians, 
Macedonians, Romans, and many other peoples, were preceded by military 
innovations which enabled them to attain preponderance. The successes of 
the Napoleonic and the Nazi armies were the reward for developing new 


methods. The same circumstance accounts for the colonial expansion of the 
European nations in modern times. 


The monopoly of a superior technique may disappear quickly, as in the 
case of the Napoleonic and the Nazi armies, or it may be maintained for 
centuries, I,ke the European preponderance over the peoples of other 
continents. The superiority due to some relatively minor innovation is 
usually transient; if it is based on some radical differences of culture it must 
be more enduring. It is, for instance, much easier to imitate new tactics than 
to adopt industrial economy. Superiority may also be long-lived if it is 
rooted in the national character, like the Roman discipline. The Roman 
tactics could not be easily imitated by the Gauls or the Teutons because they 
could not adapt themselves to the necessary discipline. Moreover, among 
ancient and primitive peoples methods of warfare are often deeply 
embedded in magico-religious beliefs and therefore considered sacred and 
unalterable; so that monopoly of better tactics can be retained for very long 
periods. 


The effects of a loss of this monopoly are well illustrated by the fate of 
the Roman Empire, to take one of the best known examples. In Caesar's 
time the main weapons of the Teutonic warriors were wooden clubs and 
wooden spears with iron points. At the time of the Great Invasions we see 
them armed with iron swords and axes, protected by great shields, helmets, 
and even light body-armour. It is obvious that this military progress, which 
was the result of the general technical progress of these peoples, must have 
contributed to the fall of the Roman Empire. The European domination over 
the Asiatic peoples became increasingly difficult as these peoples learned 
more and more about Western techno-logy and methods of organization. 
After the second World War the task of keeping them down became too 
heavy for the exhausted colonial powers; though it must be remembered 
that ideological factors, namely, the spread of nationalism in Asia and of 
pacifism and humanitarianism in western Europe, also played an important 
role in undermining the colonial rule. 


It must be noted that the cases of the attainment of a monopoly of 
superior military technique leading to the foundation of empires, are much 
more numerous than the cases of its loss producing their disintegration. The 
explanation of this is that conquered peoples are usually disarmed and thus 


made helpless. Conquest states generally disintegrate because the 
conquering group loses its cohesion, or they are overthrown from without. 


CONTRARY EFFECTS 


Modern military technique produced two contrary effects. On the one 
hand, it strengthened the centripetal forces, by making subjugation of 
distant regions easier; but on the other hand, it fostered the disintegration of 
multi-national empires, because universal conscription became an 
unavoidable condition of military strength, and armies raised in this way 
were of little value unless permeated by patriotism. The arming of 
heterogeneous elements, moreover, enabled them to assert their nationalistic 
claims with greater vigour; and once the discipline of the army was broken 
in consequence of defeat, the same arms were used in national 
insurrections. This was the main cause of the collapse of the Habsburg and 
Ottoman Empires. The position in India was similar. India could not be 
defended without large indig-nousarmies; but such armies could not be 
trusted to be loyal to the British Crown. It is not accidental that the most 
emphatic promises of independence were given to the Indians during the 
two World Wars. 


It is certain, however, that the consequences of the introduction of 
extensive conscription in-ethnically heterogeneous states would be less 
pronounced had this not been the age of nationalisms. 


METHODS OF REMUNERATION 


One of the main difficulties of all rulers of non-industrial societies is to 
prevent the local officials from becoming independent. The outcome of 
these efforts depends largely on the method of remunerating soldiers and 
officials. These can be remunerated in a number of possible ways, which 
can be combined: (1) they may receive only goods from stores under the 
control of the central government, like the troops of the Old Kingdom of 
Ancient Egypt; (2) they may receive money only, like the armies of early 
modern Europe; (3) they may be rewarded with land, and this in two forms: 
(a) they may be given land which they will cultivate themselves, while 
being exempt from various burdens imposed on ordinary peasants, like the 
warriors of the New Kingdom of Ancient Egypt or the Russian cossacks; 


(5) they may be given the right to perceive dues from the actual cultivators 
of the land, like the Spahis of the Ottoman Empire; (4) they may be given 
the right to collect the revenue and be required to surrender a part of it to 
the central government, like the Chinese mandarins. 


The crucial point is whether the local administrators and military officers 
depend for their income on the central government or not. It obviously is 
very difficult for the central government to exercise effective control over 
officials who do not have to wait for their pay but can help themselves, 
perhaps even without informing the central government about the size of 
their incomes. Moreover, in such a situation the fiscal authority is combined 
with the administrative and perhaps the military; this is contrary to the 
principle of separation of local spheres of authority which is the cornerstone 
of all centralization. 


Centralized remuneration is greatly facilitated by the existence of money, 
which permits the drawing of all incomes into the treasury of the central 
government, whence all payments are made. Special organs for collecting 
taxes can be created. The provincial officers, being accustomed to expect 
their rewards from the central government, are inclined to remain obedient. 
Centralized remuneration in kind is more difficult. Transportation of bulky 
goods became easy only with the advent of railways and steamships, and 
for this reason, until the industrial era, a centralized state based on this 
principle of remuneration could only exist in river valleys, like those of 
Egypt or Mesopotamia. The Inca Empire is the only seeming exception. But 
the degree of centralization prevailing in that state has been greatly 
exaggerated: the ancestral village community was not greatly altered by the 
Inca conquest. Moreover, the Incas, being recent conquerors, had to hold 
together to maintain their position. The economic factor in question, it must 
not be forgotten, is only one of the many which determine oscillations in the 
territorial distribution of political power. 


Centrally directed remuneration makes the existence of centralized 
administration possible; but, on the other hand, since this bureacratically 
organized administration is indispensable for performing the variegated 
functions involved in collecting taxes, administering stores, keeping records 
etc., any circumstances which hinder the development or functioning of 
bureaucratic administration compel the government to have recourse to 
methods of remuneration which strengthen centrifugal forces. Among such 


circumstances the most obvious are illiteracy and the lack of knowledge of 
the administrative technique. Progress in these techniques naturally 
facilitates centralization. The best example of the consequence of regression 
in this field is provided by the disintegration of the Roman Empire. The 
Germanic conquerors, being illiterate, could not work the complicated 
machine of imperial admimstration. They could and did use the Romans as 
clerks, in the same way as the Mongols or the Manchus used the Chinese 
literati or the Arabs used the Persian and Syrian scribes, but this class of 
educated Romans soon disappeared. The tremendous power enjoyed by the 
Church during the Middle Ages was due, not least, to its monopoly of 
literacy and education. This power began to wane when educated laymen 
appeared. 


When we hear about money becoming scarce in the Late Roman Empire 
it does not means that the actual quantity of coins diminished. On the 
contrary, until the complete disintegration of the empire it definitely 
increased because so many emperors indulged in debasement of the 
coinage. Nor is there any evidence that the propensity to hoard increased. A 
priori we might expect an intensification of hoarding in times of trouble, 
but not if prices are rising. It was apparently the curtailment of the volume 
of commercial transactions which, together with the policy of debasement, 
produced rises in prices against which imperial edicts were of no avail. 


A drop in the volume of transactions means a drop in the velocity of 
circulation of money. Money which does not circulate is of no importance 
in economic life. The monetary economy disappeared because commercial 
activities ceased. 


Intensive trade is possible only if there are adequate means of transport, 
if travelling is safe, and if legal order is stable. These conditions can exist 
over wide areas only under fairly centralized government. Medieval 
merchants were staunch supporters of the kings in their struggle to subdue 
the feudal lords, because this was their only hope of being freed from 
robber barons and the profusion of tolls. Civil wars and foreign 
disturbances naturally undermine monetary economy. We find here a 
phenomenon of mutual reinforcement of two processes: initial political 
disturbances undermine monetary circulation, thus producing circumstances 
propitious to further political disintegration, which in turn further hinders 
trade, and so on. Such were the cases of the Roman Empire and the Arabian 


Califate. But, as in the case of the Parthian king-dom, the series may also 
start with the initial decline of trade, which will foster political 
disintegration, which in turn will lead to further decline of trade and so on. 
The most frequent cause of the decline of commercial activities, not 
produced by political disintegration, is the shift of trade routes or their 
interruption. I must stress, however, that both concentration and dispersion 
of political power can be due to other than economic causes, and may be 
unaccompanied by any substantial changes in this sphere. 


In the history of the Arabian Califate the connection in question can be 
very clearly seen. The Arab conquest of many hitherto independent and 
mutually hostile lands produced a great intensification of trade which, I 
may remark incidentally, had a great deal to do with the contemporaneous 
efflorescence of Arabic culture. The failure to establish a fixed rule of 
succession, together with the inability of the Califs to control their Turkish 
mercenaries, enabled the local governors to acquire more and more 
independence. The inevitable loss of tribal cohesion among the conquerors, 
resulting from geographical dispersion and_ transculturation, also 
contributed to this effect. Some of these local officers became feudal lords, 
nominally recognizing the authority of the Calif; others proclaimed 
themselves independent sovereigns. But all, however minute their domains, 
claimed the rights to levy tolls, often ruinous. Already the initial dynastic 
strife and troubles with mercenaries, by undermining trade and monetary 
circulation, compelled the Califs to assign lands to soldiers and officials, 
thus making control over them difficult. Now, the more independent they 
became, the more frequent became wars between them, the greater was the 
decline of trade, and the more necessary the assignment of land as a method 
of remuneration; and, therefore, the stronger became the centrifugal 
tendencies. The ‘vicious’ circle was complete. 


The major part of the lands once ruled by the Califs of Baghdad was re- 
united through conquest by Seljuk Turks in the eleventh century. Then the 
cycle repeated itself almost exactly until it was cut short by the Mongol 
conquest. 


The Parthian kingdom enjoyed considerable benefits from the transit 
trade between China and the markets of the Mediterranean. The disruption 
of this trade by the nomads of central Asia was followed by the 
disintegration of the Parthian kingdom. 


The process of disintegration of the Roman Empire in the West differs in 
many respects from similar processes, which occurred in the medieval Near 
East. The manor, for example, which was so important in Europe, never 
developed in Islamic countries: or rather it never became a dominant 
institution there. Nevertheless, the connection between the disappearance of 
monetary economy and the political disintegration can be observed in all 
these cases. 


Monetary circulation and political centralization further each other in 
their development as well as in their decline. In Europe the rise of 
centralized monarchies fostered trade, the expansion of which weakened 
feudalism. With money derived from taxes imposed upon towns the kings 
were able to recruit mercenary soldiers, with whose help they succeeded in 
subduing their unruly vassals. More and more lands could be placed under 
direct control of the royal officials, who, being paid by the kings, remained 
their obedient servants. 


In the ancient Near East the Persian Empire, greater than any hitherto 
known and also the first to introduce the separation between civil and 
military governors, came into being at the same time as money was coming 
into use. 


In China the centralizing reforms of the T'ang dynasty, the creation of a 
great standing army of mercenaries, the further extension of the 
bureaucratic machine and, later under the Sung, the separation of cival and 
military local authorities were made possible by the intensification of 
monetary circulation. 


METHODS OF EQUIPMENT 


A government will be able to control its troops more strictly if it not only 
pays them but also provides their equipment. The importance of the latter 
task depends primarily on the cost and the rapidity of wear of the 
equipment. If, as in modern armies, the armament becomes so complex that 
it can be neither produced, nor stored, nor manipulated by individuals, self- 
equipment becomes impracticable. It follows, therefore, that the increasing 
complexity of armament favours political centralization. Thus, for instance, 
the advent of artillery had this effect. Cannons could not be produced by 
every robber baron, but only by princes who ruled towns populated by 


skilled craftsmen. The contemporary situation is so obvious in this respect 
that no comments are required. 


In non-industrial societies armaments can as a rule be produced in small 
workshops, and the monopolization of its supply by governments is the 
expression of their desire to assert their control and not dictated by 
technical necessities. Usually, the rulers prefer to equip the armies, because 
they know that such an arrangement strengthens their authority. Whether 
they are able to put it into practice depends largely on the same 
circumstances which I discussed in connection with the problem of 
remuneration: efficient means of transport and well-organized bureaucracy 
are needed for this purpose. Apart from these factors, monopolization of the 
production of armament is easier if the supply of raw materials can be 
conveniently controlled. In Ancient Egypt copper ore had to come from 
outside through a narrow isthmus; it was easy for the government to see that 
all of it went to state workshops and none was diverted to private uses. 


The change-over from self-equipping hosts of warriors to troops 
equipped by the government is a necessary condition of centralization. Here 
again we meet the relationship of mutual reinforcement between two 
processes. Anything that favours centralization and bureaucratization 
promotes the change-over from self-equipping to government-equipped 
armed forces; whilst anything that favours such a change also promotes 
centralization. The same can be said about the processes proceeding in the 
opposite direction. 


Historical evidence supporting the generalizations formulated above is 
abundant, but its detailed analysis would involve a great deal of repetition 
of what has already been said, and in any case would be rather superfluous, 
as this problem has already been treated with unsurpassed mastery by Max 
Weber in the works indicated in the bibliography. 


FRIGTIONAL FACTOR 


Nationalism is probably the most important among non-military factors 
which complicate constellations of forces determining the territorial 
distribution of power. 


Modern nationalism is very often depicted as something unique, without 
a precedent. There can be no doubt that this is an exaggeration; modern 
nationalism is a special case of ethnocentrism, which 1s as old as mankind. 
Warfare between very primitive tribes often reveals almost unbounded 
cruelty towards the foe, combined with equally great devotion to one's own 
group. Nor is resentment against foreign rule anything new. The peculiarity 
of modern nationalistic movements is that, unlike anti-foreign movements, 
in the past which were directed against actual oppression, they resent even 
the mere nominal allegiance to a foreign government. This characteristic is 
the consequence of democratic ideas, the actualization of which was greatly 
fostered by the introduction of universal conscription. 


Ethnocentrism being an omnipresent phenomenon, the real problem is 
the boundary between ‘we’ and ‘they’. This can be split into two questions: 
that of the comprehensiveness of group consciousness, and that of the 
selection of the group distinguishing mark which is considered the most 
important. 


The size of the biggest group to which loyalty may be felt varies greatly. 
The loyalty of the European peasant of not so long ago did not reach 
beyond the horizon of his native village. It was the enlargement of his 
contacts with the outside world, due mainly to industrialization and 
education, that enabled him to conceive the idea that he belonged to a 
nation comprising thousands of villages like his own. As ‘we’ can be 
conceived only in contrast to ‘they’, the peasants became nationally 
conscious when he came in contact with members of other nations, or at 
least apprehended their existence. 


The bond of nationality came to be regarded as more important than the 
bond of religion mainly because the sway of traditional religions was 
weakened. The causes of this weakening present a problem beyond the 
scope of this book. 


The foregoing considerations provide a good example of the often 
forgotten truth that social forces do not always work in one direction only: 
that even the same process of change may have consequences which will 
‘push’ society in two opposite directions. Thus we saw that the 
improvements in transport, communications and printing made possible the 
effective administration and subjugation of wider territories, while 


industrialization integrated them economically. But the same 
transformations fostered nationalism, which proved to be the most 
disruptive force at work within multi-national empires. 


The European rule in Asiatic and African lands had (or has) a curiously 
contradictory and self-defeating character. On the one hand the natives are 
expected to obey the foreign government and are hemmed in on all sides by 
the colour bar, while on the other hand, as soon as they come in contact 
with European literary culture, they imbibe the ideals of democracy, 
equality of all men and so on. The more westernized they become the more 
they resent European rule. Such conflicts were non-existent in empires 
where authoritarian ideology pervaded both the rulers and the ruled. The 
metropolitan peoples, on the other hand, become less and less willing to 
hold the colonies by sheer violence. Without going deeper into the problem 
of the causes of this pacifism, I may say that it could not spread if these 
peoples were not becoming less fertile and more prosperous, and their 
manners milder. 


IV 


Subordination and Hierarchy 


But the structure of a society depends also on the factors which 

determine the inner structure of the warrior group, be it comprehensive 
or restricted. There are two extreme structural possibilities here: the warrior 
group may constitute a monocratically ruled, disciplined body, or it may be 
organized along the lines of independence and equality of all warriors. Any 
modern army may be taken as an instance of the former possibility; the 
latter is exemplified by the fighting men of a stateless tribe, let us say the 
Kavirondo Bantu. Even the last named, it is true, are not altogether devoid 
of chieftainship, but this is transient and very restricted. 


I N Chapter I I tried to show how M.P.R. influences social stratification. 


If M.P.R. is very high, the armed forces at their full strength comprise the 
whole adult male (or even just adult) population. Then during a war or the 
period of preparedness for it, the inner structure of the armed forces is 
practically co-extensive with the totality of the social structure. In an 
extremely militant society such coalescence becomes permanent. In such a 
situation the factors which determine the degree of hierarchization of the 
armed forces also determine whether the political organization will be 
democratic or monocratic, or something between the two poles. 


If professional warriors are the dominating stratum, the inner structure of 
the armed forces determines whether the state is an absolute monarchy (like 
the Ottoman Empire) or some other form of monocracy; or whether it is an 
oligarchic republic of the warriors, like Sparta. 


We must, therefore, enquire into the problem—on what does the inner 
structure of the armed forces depend? But before we proceed to this 
question we must direct our attention to certain complicating factors. 


INFLUENCE OF THE INCIDENCE OF WAR 


Co-ordination of efforts is a necessity in a struggle between groups. In 
large groups it can be achieved only on the basis of subordination and 
unitary command. The proposition that unitary command is advantageous in 
war is so evident that no elaborate proofs are required. Everybody knows 
that armies always have commanders and are more disciplinarian than 
civilian organizations. Moreover, the regime of committees, so successful 
elsewhere, always failed in war. Even primitive tribes which have no heads 
in times of peace have them in war. It is true, of course, that many other 
human endeavours may require co-ordination of individual actions and 
unity of command. Generally speaking, groups which have to cope with 
emergencies, like crews of ships or squads of firemen, are more 
monocratically organized than, let us say, trade guilds or sports clubs. But 
war is on the whole an emergency in which the co-ordination of actions of 
great numbers is more than ever imperative. The more frequent and serious, 
therefore, is the warfare in which any armed forces are engaged, the more 
disciplined they are likely to be. And, as the same factor tends to make 
military organization preponderant among forces shaping social structure, 
we should expect that, other things being equal, the more frequent and 
serious are the wars in which a political unit is engaged, the more 
monocratic will be the form of its government. Allowance, of course, must 
be made for the inertia of the past. 


Factual evidence supporting this statement is profuse: it is so abundant 
indeed that its examination could fill a whole volume. Luckily, there is no 
need to present its full array here, because much of it can be found in 
Herbert Spencer's Principles of Sociology (particularly in Part V) and 
Pitirim Sorokin's Man and Society in Calamity, and Social and Culture 
Dynamics, vol. 3.1 shall limit myself, therefore, to a few examples. 


The early pre-historic cultures of Europe which were predominantly 
peaceful, judging by the lack of developed weapons and fortification among 
their material remains, left no traces of powerful chieftainship in the shape 
of distinguished abodes and graves, which appear simultaneously with 
elaborate weapons and fortifications. From this does not follow, however, 
that all monocratic authority is of military origin; its other root lies in the 
power of the priest and the magician; and the earliest archaic societies, like 


the Sumerian city-states, were predominantly peaceful, though almost 
monocratically ruled. Among the ancient Slavonic and Germanic tribes the 
institution of kingship developed in response to the needs of war. It 
developed earliest in the tribes threatened by invasion, or in those which 
embarked upon conquests. The authority of the chiefs of conquering war 
bands usually atrophied when the conquerors began to feel themselves safe. 
The most despotic kingdom of Europe rose at its extremity, where it was 
exposed to attacks of Eurasian nomads: in Russia. Chieftainship is signally 
absent among the most peaceful of primitive peoples discovered by 
ethnographers. 


In order to estimate the effects of war we must know not only how 
frequent but also how serious it is. Obviously the consequences of a war 
which consists of periodic forays must differ from those of a struggle for 
life or death. The more earnest is the struggle, the more indispensable is the 
unity of command. It is a very common feature of wars waged by allied 
states, that they elect a common commander only when the situation 
becomes very serious. The Romans, who in the early days of the Republic 
were So suspicious of any personal authority that they even had two consuls 
commanding armies on alternate days, nevetherless provided for the 
insititution of a dictator, possessing absolute authority, in times of great 
danger. Holland became a monarchy when it was fighting for existence. 
During the recent wars parliaments, usually jealous of their prerogatives, 
bestowed tremendous powers upon executive heads of states. Only 
unimportant wars in distant regions, like colonial expeditions, can be 
conducted by a slowly deliberating parliament, the sole indispensable 
unitary command being that of a commander in the field. 


The habits of command and obedience generated by the needs of war 
tend to persist in times of peace. And naturally, if the wars are frequent and 
peace is rare, even peace-time political organization will resemble that 
necessary for waging war. Not only actual war, but even the imminence of 
it, foster monocracy. Evidently, preparedness means being organized in 
such a way that war could be waged without lengthy re-organization. 


These propositions apply not only to states and tribes but to all groups. 
All groups engaged in intense struggle tend to be monocratically ruled, be 
they small gangs or giant parties. One of the reasons why revolutions 
usually produce dictatorships is that only a well-disciplined party can 


succeed in a ruthless contest. The threat to a social stratum does generally 
induce it to obey a leader. Thus conquest states tend to be monocratic, 
because the conquerors can hope to maintain their position only if they 
remain obedient to their leader. As soon as ethnic amalgamation takes place, 
discipline tends to be relaxed. The barons of England began to curtail the 


power of the king only when they ceased to be Norman and become 


English; they no more felt submerged in a sea of hostile foreigners.! 


The fact that some of the most warlike primitive tribes have no 
permanent chiefs seems to contradict the above statements. North American 
Indians, for example, most of whom must be counted among the most 
warlike peoples of the world, were notably democratic in their government 
—with the exception of the Natchez. Of many of them it can be said that 
they had no government at all in the sense of a body of men entitled to give 
orders to others. Most of them, it is true, had war chiefs and hunting chiefs, 
as a rule elective, but their authority was limited to these spheres. The 
requirements of warfare did then produce patterns of command and 
obedience but these patterns were not extended to peaceful activities. The 
question naturally arises: What circumstances promote such extension? 


The ethnography of East Africa throws some interesting light on this 
problem. The outstanding fact in the history of this region is its conquest by 
hamitic cattle-herders, who drove out or subjugated Bantu agriculturists. 
Several sizable kingdoms arose in consequence of such subjugation. It is 
significant that, according to traditions still persisting among the 
populations of these kingdoms, neither the conquerors nor the conquered 
had any kings before the conquest. Moreover, the Masai, who instead of 
subjugating the agriculturists drove them out, never evolved a permanent 
chieftainship, except a paramount priest-king without execu-tive authority. 
In view of the fact that the Masai are the most warlike of all hamitic peoples 
of East Africa, it would seem that it is not warfare in itself but the conquests 
to which it may lead that constitute the matrix of monocracy. One reason 
for this is that the importance of the co-ordinating agency increases as the 
body politic grows, and such growth beyond the community based on 
kinship is, almost without exception, effected through conquest. In the 
process of building a conquest state, moreover, the social organization both 
of the conquerors and the conquered is deranged thus leaving more scope 
for the creation of bonds of dependence extraneous to kinship. 


From the foregoing the conclusion emerges that only in a fairly large 
group does warfare necessarily produce monocracy. This leads us to the 
problem of the influence of size. 


INFLUENCE OF SIZE 


The larger the group, the more important is the co-ordination of the 
actions of its members; particularly in an emergency. We should expect 
therefore, that, other things being equal, the larger the group, the more 
prominent should be the monocratic and hierarchic traits in its organization. 
It is a well-known fact, moreover, that as the size of a collectivity increases 
it can be dominated by a proportionately smaller minority; one policeman 
can hardly keep down 100 civilians but 1,000 policemen can easily keep 
down 100,000 civilians. This is because the advantage derived from being 
organized grows more than proportionately to the numbers involved. There 
is, moreover, another factor of great moment which has been analysed with 
great perspicacity by N. S. Tima-sheff. I cannot do better than quote from 
his Introduction to the Sociology of Law (Cambridge, Mass., 1939, p. 186): 


‘The difficulty of transforming subjective attitude of dissatis-faction into 
a social force strong enough to overthrow a power structure grows with the 
dimensions of the system. In a small system ... it is obvious to every 
member that the power relationship consists merely of the dispositions of 
the partners but even within a group of two ... there is a certain tendency to 
see not two, but three elements, viz. the dominator, the dominated and the 
power relation itself. Such an idea is often unconscious and, of course, not 
very permanent, since an effort on the part of the subject or negligence on 
the part of the dominator, such as his failure to use his power, are 
sometimes sufficient to destroy the illusion of this third element of the 
objective relation uniting the two, and even to destroy the power 
relationship itself. 


‘As has been observed by Simmel ... the situation changes completely 
when the group is increased and consists no longer of two, but of three 
members. In a system of three elements, A, B, G, there are three links, AB, 
AC, and BC, and for every member one of the links is independent of his 
will, is ‘objectiveS ... With every new member the number of links which 
are objective for each one increases very fast.... Now almost every 


‘objectives link means .... a reinforcement of the necessity of submission, 
because in every group-member the submission reflexes are reinforced by 
the submissive attitudes of the others. ... A power system is not a mere sum 
of the submissive attitudes of the subjects.... The senti-ments ... of others 
are objective facts. One has to submit even if one is disgusted and 
rebellious; and every group-member has to do the same.’ 


In view of the above, it is understandable why the numerical growth of 
the armed forces—which may occur either through the natural growth of 
the population, or through the expansion of the state, or through the 
extension of military service —fosters their hierarchization and 
monocratization. There can be little doubt that it does. No examples can be 
found of large armies not organized monocratically. Those which are not so 
organized are invariably small. The undisciplined hosts of medieval Europe 
were very small. So were the armed hosts of Homeric Greece, of India 
during the ‘Heroic age’, and of Ghina during the Ghou era. All of them 
were addicted to a disorderly manner of fighting, their battles consisting of 
individual duels. Aristotle says explicitly that 1t was the birth of discipline 
which enabled large numbers to take part in combat. The evidence drawn 
from the history of modern Europe is inconclusive because the standing 
armies of European monarchies were well-disciplined before the 
introduction of general conscription. But the coincidence of the extension of 
military service with the assertion of the ruler's control over the armed 
forces can be observed in a number of cases. There is a strong presumption 
that the two are structurally connected because all other conditions were 
widely dissimilar. Mehmet Ali, for example, disbanded the Mamluks, a 
small corps of hereditary warriors addicted to sedition, and in their place 
created a large and obedient army of conscripts. This was an essential step 
in his efforts to transform a de facto warriors' republic into a monarchy. The 
same happened later in Turkey, when Mahmud II destroyed the Janissaries, 
who by this time, in contrast to their earlier character, had become a 
hereditary, restricted and seditious body. Similar was the development 
which took place in Russia, when Peter I created a large conscript army, and 
dissolved the corps of Streltzy—a small force of uncontrollable, 
professional soldiers, mostly hereditary. Again, the large conscript army 
instituted by the Meiji Reforms in Japan proved a much more obedient 
instrument in the hands of the government than the caste of samurai, which 
it replaced. Conversely, the disappearance of large conscript armies and the 


monopolization of arms by the nobility contributed to the decline of the 
royal authority during the Heian era. These coincidences found in societies 
which had little else in common can hardly be accidental, and unmistakably 
point out to a necessary connection. It must be remembered, however, that 
the size of the armed forces is only one of the factors determining their 
hierarchization, and we cannot be surprised, therefore, if we see that in 
some cases extension of military service may be followed by the spread of 
disaffection in the armed forces. Such was the case of the Habsburg 
Monarchy, which in the era of adamantine nationalisms could only have 
survived if buttressed by an army of professional soldiers. 


As remarked above, the growth of the armed forces may be due to the 
natural growth of the population, or to the expansion of the boundaries of 
the state, or to the extension of military service, or any combination of 
these; the shrinkage of the armed forces may, of course, be due to the 
opposite processes. The existence of these three alternatives naturally 
complicates the relationship of the size of a political unit to its structure. 
But long ago the ancient Greek philosophers realized that the two are 
connected, as can be seen from their discussions of the problem of the 
optimum size of a city. The connection between the size of the state and the 
concentration of power did not escape the keen insight of Montesquieu: he 
states explicitly that republican constitutions are suitable for small states 
only, whilst great empires must be despotic. Constitutional monarchy 1s, 
according to him, suitable for states of medium size. Broadly speaking, this 
generalization is acceptable if we divest it of its legalistic terminology; as is 
well known, the appellation has little to do with the distribution of real 
power. But it seems indisputable that there is a definite and positive 
connection between the size of political units and the degree of their 
hierarchization and monocratization. Political structures altogether devoid 
of any traces of monocracy and hierarchy never comprise great numbers of 
individuals. Very small primitive bands are never monocratic. All the large 
states of the past, on the other hand, were ruled monocratically. When the 
Roman state, for example, grew from a city into an empire, it ceased to be 
an oligarchy and became a monocracy. True, this regularity is not entirely 
due to the effects of mere size but also to the consequences of the way in 
which its increase normally comes about; all large states have been erected 
through conquest. 


There are, naturally, many other factors which determine the degree of 
monocratization and hierarchization, as can be seen from the example of 
some large contemporary states which are considerably less monocratic and 
hierarchic than many much smaller states of the past. Nevertheless, all these 
states, in spite of the application of the principle of representative 
government, are far more monocratic and hierarchic than the city states of 
Greece and Italy. It is significant that the one which is least so— 
Switzerland—is also the smallest. 


THE INFLUENCE OF THE METHOD OF 
REMUNERATION AND EQUIPMENT 


The obedience of the armed forces towards the central government is, as 
we saw, enhanced if they are equipped and paid by it. If they are not, while 
being scattered over a considerable area and trying to provide for 
themselves, a tendency towards territorial dispersion of power will ensue. 
But if other factors are inimical to territorial scattering of warriors—it, as 
was the case with the Greek hoplites fighting in phalanx, the best tactics 
require skilful cooperation by considerable numbers of warriors, and 
therefore their territorial concentration—then, even if they equip and 
maintain themselves, no tendency towards territorial dispersion of political 
power can come into operation. The warriors may emancipate themselves 
from control by the ruler, but such flattening of the pyramid of 
subordination will not take place in the territorial dimension. 


The best example of such transformation is the evolution of Greek cities. 
The power of Homeric kings was based to a large extent on their monopoly 
of external trade; with the wealth thus gained they could maintain and equip 
numerous retainers. When the passive trade with the Phoenicians was 
replaced by sea-going expeditions of the Greeks, the control of commerce 
slipped away from the hands of the kings. Independently gained wealth 
enabled Greek warriors to equip themselves. And gradually, they 
emancipated themselves from royal tutelage. But the Greek warriors, unlike 
their medieval counterparts, did not scatter over the territory they ruled, 
each taking a small part of it as his domain. The tactics of the day did not 
permit such development and the small-ness of these states made it useless. 
So, they—that is to say, the warriors in cities where they constituted a 


definite stratum— ruled collectively, not individually, over their subjects. 
The warriors of Ramses' Egypt and of other oriental monarchies, on the 
other hand, who also dominated the population collectively but who were 
equipped and remunerated by the kings, remained under the control of the 
latter. 


The influence of the manner of equipment and remuneration of the armed 
forces on their inner structure has been treated with unsurpassed mastery by 
Max Weber. There is no need, therefore, to present the evidence here, as it 
can be found in his works. His main conclusion, which my investigations 
fully support, is that self-equipment is conducive to the relaxation of 
discipline, 1.e. to the flattening of the pyramid of subordination. Such 
flattening, i.e. the dispersion of power may be territorial, like the 
feudalization of Charlemagne's empire, or non-territorial, like the 
establishment of Greek warrior republics. 


The practicability of the alternative methods of equipment and 
remuneration has already been discussed earlier, so no more needs to be 
said on this point. 


THE INTRA-HIERARGHIG OSCILLATION 


In order to dominate his subject a ruler must have a body of assistants, 
enjoying substantial privileges. For reasons already indicated, it is 
impossible to govern any large group whatsoever without the aid of such a 
body; and they must feel that they have a common stake with the ruler: that 
his interest is theirs. This is particularly true if his authority is neither 
traditional nor willingly accepted by the masses. That is why, as Aristotle 
noted, dictators rely to such an extent on privileged troops. Moreover, the 
specifically political authority could emerge and break through the social 
organization based on kinship only when leaders converted themselves into 
rulers by gathering armed followers and organizing them along distinct, 
non-kinship lines. The ‘loose men’, unbound by tribal customs, but attached 
to the chief by personal loyalty, enabled him to elevate himself above his 
fellow tribesmen. This process was already recognized by Ibn Khaldun as a 
regular accompaniment of the establishment of Islamic monarchies. 
Particularly suitable for his purpose were foreigners, who, feeling the 


hostility surrounding them, were likely to be absolutely devoted to their 
master. 


‘In Fiji’, says R. H. Lowie (Social Organization, London 1950, p. 339), 
‘it happened that individuals fled from their home district to another where 
the chief exercised only limited authority over his people, but did have the 
right to assign wasteland for farming. Accordingly, the newcomers would 
apply to him for an allotment. This, however, at once put them into a 
different category from the native commoners, who owned _ their 
cultivations, making the aliens directly dependent on the chief. But this 
greatly enhanced the chief's status with reference to his traditional subjects, 
since now for the first time he could command retainers not allied to the 
other commoners. ... In the rise of Kazak and Mongol khans a comparable 
phenomenon was conspicuous....’ To these, innumerable other examples 
could be added, ranging from Ontong Java and ancient Japan to the Nupe 
Kingdom in Nigeria and the French Monarchy: the phenomenon is 
undoubtedly typical. It must be remarked, however, that there was also 
another reason why many governments employed foreign mercenaries. 
Before the invention of gunpowder, savage bravery was the most important 
quality of a good soldier; and it was unlikely to be very common among 
long-pacified, downtrodden populations. Good soldiers could, as a rule, be 
found only among rude tribes, inured to violence, outside well-policed 
areas. 


Privileges of the ruler's assistants may be greater if they are the only 
warriors, and the masses militarily useless; but they cannot disappear 
altogether even where arms bearing is a universal duty; there must be 
officers in an army of conscripts. 


The policy of a ruler towards his staff presents a dilemma: on the one 
hand, he must not alienate their support by diminishing their privileges, 
while on the other hand, these privileges constitute a very real threat to his 
authority. A despot, therefore, must bestow favours, but must also be 
‘severe with the mighty’, as an exhortation of a Pharaoh to his son puts it. 
This dilemma gives rise to complicated internal dynamics of hierarchic 
pyramids, the adequate treatment of which would vastly exceed the 
framework of the present investigation. I hope to deal with this problem at 
length in a future work, where the factual evidence supporting the 
generalizations enumerated below will be examined. The brilliant book of 


Bertrand de Jouvenel—Z)m Pouvoir (Geneva 1947, 2nd ed.) deals with 
some aspects of this problem. 


Briefly, the regularities which are most pertinent to the present theme are 
as follows: Monocracy has a levelling effect on social stratification. In the 
face of an all-powerful despot all others are slaves. Absolute authority, 
moreover, entails the power to choose the assistants: to promote and 
degrade. It requires and produces, therefore, very intensive and general 
interstratic (vertical) mobility. In a democratic and egalitarian society 
interstratic mobility may be very general, but it can hardly be very 
intensive, because in such a society the stratification cannot be very steep. 
The essence of oligarchy, on the other hand, is the hereditary appropriation 
of positions of influence by their incumbents. The denial to the ruler of the 
right of choosing his assistants, together with other privileges of the 
oligarchy, generally constitute the most formidable rampart against 
despotism. But the magnates are at the same time, usually even more so 
than the ruler, the oppressors of the masses. For this reason an alliance 
between a despot and the commonalty against the magnates is a very 
frequent occurrence. Such an alliance underlay the rise to power of the great 
number of tyrants in ancient Greece; and also of some modern dictators, or 
semi-dictators like Peron. But perhaps the most revealing instance of this 
phenomenon is the ‘pact’ which Ivan the Terrible concluded with the 
commonalty of Moscow, whereby, in exchange for the promise of 
unconditional submission, he undertook to curb the magnates' extortions. 


Monocracy means, therefore, as compared with oligarchy, a flattening of 
stratification; but only up to a certain point, because without a privileged 
staff the ruler would be compelled to rely solely on the goodwill of his 
subjects, and be unable to squeeze out of them anything that was against 
their wishes. There is, therefore, a certain point at which the height of 
stratification is most favourable to monocracy. But it is unlikely to remain 
there for very long because, apart from anything else, the personalities of 
successive rulers are unlikely to be equally strong. The waning of the 
authority of the ruler is usually accompanied by the accentuation of social 
inequalities. This is the main reason for the existence of the oscillations 
between feudalism and bureaucratic absolutism which have been observed 
in the history of so many states. Oscillation between centralizing despotism 
and oligarchic dispersion of authority, with concomitant changes in 


stratification, are particularly visible in the history of the Chinese empire, 
which was peculiarly mono-hierarchic. It was composed of only three 
important elements: the ruler, the bureaucracy and the peasants; even 
priesthood, a well-nigh ubiquitous power, was absent. In poly-hierarchic 
societies, like those of western Europe from the Middle Ages onwards, the 
distribution of power within each hierarchic pyramid depends, as will be 
seen in the next section, on its relations to other pyramids; so the intra- 
hierarchic oscillations become blurred. 


From the point of view of the present enquiry the most important 
conclusion is that all military circumstances which foster monocracy tend to 
shape the stratification in a particular way: in a previously oligarchic 
society they tend to flatten it; in a previously democratic and egalitarian 
society they tend to heighten it; in both cases they tend to enhance 
interstratic mobility. 


CONSTELLATIONS OF POWER CENTRES 


Continuing the theme of the previous section, I must make a few remarks 
about the influence of possible constellations of power centres within which 
the armed forces may find themselves; necessarily in the same peremptory 
fashion, anticipating their corroboration and elaboration in a future 
publication. 


The flattening of the pyramid of subordination, 1.e. intra-hierarchic 
dispersion of power, need not be territorial. But obviously, territorial 
dispersion of power must mean the flattening of the pyramid of 
subordination; in the extreme form—its disintegration. All the 
circumstances, therefore, which affect the territorial distribution of power 
must influence the inner structure of the armed forces too. 


Non-territorial dispersion of power may be inter-hierarchic as well as 
intra-hierarchic; it is intra-hierarchic if, for instance, the ruler loses the 
control over his staff; it is inter-hierarchic if, let us say, he becomes less 
powerful because the church becomes stronger. The inter-hierarchic 
distribution of power is of great importance to the inner structure of all 
hierarchies belonging to the same constellation. Thus, for instance, the 
French Kings of the later Middle Ages, by subjugating the Church, 
strengthened their position in relation to their vassals and administrative 


staff; while the German Emperors, having exhausted their resources in an 
unsuccessful struggle against the Church, ceased to be able to control their 
subjects, and their empire disintegrated. But, on the other hand, if there are 
no other power centres besides the bureaucracy, so that the ruler cannot play 
them against it, he may be unable to control it. This is a typical situation in 
declining etatistic states, such as the Late Roman Empire or the Late 
Ptolemaic Kingdom. 


As can be seen from the foregoing remarks, the possibilities of interplay 
of units composing such constellations are manifold. In fact, the subject has 
too many ramifications and complications to be discussed here. I hope to 
analyse it in greater detail in a future work, dealing with the general theory 
of power structures. For the purposes of the present argument it is sufficient 
to realize that the inner structure of the armed forces is influenced, apart 
from the circumstances existing within them, by the whole constellation of 
social forces. Among those, ideological factors are very important, and I 
must add a few words about them. 


The functions of the priest and of the military leader are the earliest 
sources of authority. Sometimes they are united in one hand—sometimes 
kept separate; with all kinds of possible transitional variations. The 
discovery of this fact gave rise to an ardent debate as to whether kingship 
originated in the function of the priest or in that of the war leader. This 
debate seems to me pointless. It proceeds on the assumption that kingship is 
a unitary phenomenon, which must have unique origin. Both assumptions 
are without foundation. In some cases the supreme ruler may have evolved 
from the priest, in others from the war leader. Moreover, even if his original 
function was religious he might divest himself of it, and become mainly a 
war leader; or vice versa. But what matters most from our present point of 
view is the effect which the exercise of sacerdotal prerogative by the head 
of the state has on his authority; undoubtedly it strengthens it enormously. 
For this reason the existence (or absence) of beliefs investing the ruler with 
magical and religious powers is of the utmost importance. The relationship 
between ecclesiastic and political hierarchies, their interlacement or 
segregation, is of equal portent. It seems, for instance, that the separation of 
political and sacerdotal powers was one of the forces which created the 
feudal and corporative society of western Europe, and therefore, one of the 
chief causes of the distinctiveness of Western civilization. The despotic 


states, on the other hand, are generally characterized by the amalgamation 
of these powers. 


Some psychologists contend that the pattern of family life, by forming 
the prevalent type of personality, determines political structure. The 
authoritarian family, according to them, produces an authoritarian political 
system; and the same is true about their opposites. It is very probable that 
there is a connection between the two, although it certainly is not so simple 
as these psychologists believe, because of the influence of other factors. But 
in any case, the causation in the contrary direction is equally possible. An 
example of the latter process is afforded by the recent changes in Soviet 
Russia, where the authoritarian state is imposing an_ increasingly 
authoritarian family pattern. 


PRETORIANISM 


The inability of the ruler to control his troops may lead to the 
establishment of a warriors’ republic. But often this de-hierarchization of 
the armed forces fails to crystallize itself into recognized laws or customs, 
and the sway of the armed forces is exercised through sporadic outbreaks of 
violence. In order to explain this phenomenon adequately we ought to know 
more about the origin and functioning of norms regulating behaviour, 
especially political behaviour, and about their relation to the actual 
distribution of power; when does the latter crystallize into a definite body of 
laws and customs? This problem is, of course, far beyond the scope of the 
present enquiry. All that can be done here is to single out certain conditions 
which seem to provide an especially propitious breeding-ground for the 
double-edged phenomenon of the armed forces, insubordinate towards their 
ruler, dominating society. 


The Roman imperial guard stands as a classic example of the rule of 
soldiers. But it is by no means an isolated case. Quite the contrary: 
pretorianism is an exceedingly common phenomenon and can be found in 
contemporary Syria or Paraguay, as well as in Ancient Egypt or the Arab 
Caliphate. But what exactly is pretorianism? The term is certainly not 
applicable to, let us say, a Germanic tribe where warriors elected their chief 
and decided upon war and peace. The mark of pretorianism is that it is the 
rule of soldiers exercised not along customarily or legally recognized, 


constitutional channels, but through mutinies and coups d'état. What are the 
conditions, then, which foster the growth and perpetuation of this 
phenomenon? 


The first observation is that it 1s always professional soldiers, never 
conscripts or militiamen that are the driving force of pretorianist 
insurrections. In China, for instance, the conscripts might have participated 
in great revolutions, but the various coups d'état were perpetrated by 
mercenaries. The Arabian Caliphate, the land par excellence of 
pretorianism, relied exclusively on mercenaries. Ottoman Janissaries, 
Russian Stryeltzy, Nubian troops of the Pharaohs, various Latin-American 
armies—in fact, all armed forces which exhibited pronouncedly the 
pretorianist features— were professional. 


Moreover, pretorianism flourishes best among troops which are not 
imbued with any particular ideology, but are strictly mercenary. The 
Janissaries became mutinous only after the ardour of the holy war 
disappeared from their ranks. The Nazi S.S. and the Soviet police 
formations (M.V.D.), being thoroughly indoctrinated, remained extremely 
obedient. All the military formations mentioned before, on the other hand, 
had a decidedly mercenary character. 


The armed forces are more likely to be arbiters of politics if they are the 
main pillar of authority; that is to say, if the government rests principally on 
naked force and not on the loyalty of the subjects. Such regimes were 
particularly prevalent in the Moslem Near East, and significantly, it was the 
classic land of pretorianism. The armies of the European kings, on the other 
hand, remained on the whole obedient; one of the reasons being that they 
were not the sole pillar of the royal authority, which could count on the 
loyalty of the subjects. 


Military might is likely to be a decisive factor in politics in a society 
where there are no crystallized and universally accepted beliefs about the 
legitimacy of power: where there are doubts and disagreements about who 
should occupy the positions of command and what orders he is entitled to 
give. Thus the rule of primogeniture, unquestioned in European monarchies, 
gave them the stability which was lacking in the oriental states; and this is 
another reason why the role of armies in the politics of European 
monarchies was comparatively subsidiary. The armies of Latin America 


displayed no pretorianistic tendencies so long as they served the kings. It 
was only with the establishment of the republics, the constitutions of which 
did not command universal allegiance, that they became arbiters of politics. 


If the masses are politically apathetic professional officers may execute a 
putsch even with the aid of conscripts. This was shown dramatically in 
Poland in 1926, during the mutiny through which Pilsudski and _ his 
henchmen got into power, fie used for this purpose troops recruited from the 
north-eastern provinces, the composition of which reflected the social 
structure of those lands. The officers were drawn from the Polish gentry 
who supported him. The ranks were recruited among illiterate peasants, the 
majority of whom were devoid of any national consciousness whatsoever. 
The greater part of the middle class and of the urban proletariat consisted of 
ghetto Jews absolutely indifferent to the Polish (or any other) state. The 
troops which were ready to fight for parliamentary institutions and opposed 
Pilsudski, came from western Poland, where there was a Polish middle class 
and wage-earners, and where the peasants were literate and conscious 
politically. 


In Spain the pretorianist‘pronunciamentos’ became a part of the accepted 
order, in spite of the conscription through which the army was recruited, 
owing to the illiteracy and the political apathy of the masses from which the 
recruits were drawn. When the latter came to have political ideas 
the‘pronunciamentos’ ceased to be easy; and the last of them has kindled a 
bloody civil war. 


It must be noted that a crystallized system of political loyalties is, as a 
rule, absent in ethnically heterogeneous societies, like those of many 
countries of Latin America and the Near East. 


As we saw in one of the preceding sections, the prominence of the role of 
armies in politics depends also on their size and importance to national 
existence. 


It also seems that, as Mosca maintains, the socially homogeneous armies 
are more likely to dominate politics than those split into closed strata. The 
armies of modern Europe, according to him, played only a secondary role in 
politics because they were divided into gentlemen-officers, who felt 
solidarity with the civilian ruling class, and volunteers, recruited among 
vagabonds, or conscripted peasants. There certainly is a great deal of 


evidence supporting this thesis: pretorianism became particularly acute in 
Rome when promotion from the ranks to the highest posts became 
common; the classically pretorianistic armies of the Islamic Near East were 
stratically homogeneous, in the sense of not being split into closed 
antagonistic strata. 


Ethnic homogeneity also contributes towards making mercenary armies 
more dangerous to their employers. The Byzantine emperors recognized it 
clearly and were always careful to have their mercenaries divided on ethnic 
lines, so that they could not combine against the government. 


! The same factor explains to a large extent why the southern states of the U.S.A. differ from their 
compeers by exhibiting a bent towards one party political system and the Latin American 
‘caudillismo’. 


Vv 


The Extent of Governmental Regulation 


militancy, 1.e. orientation of a society towards war, inevitably 

produces the extension of governmental control over the lives of its 
subjects. He also predicted that such extension would take place in Europe 
in this century, with socialist ideas serving as its justification, if a series of 
major wars occurred. The contemporary reader does not need convincing 
that this prophecy came true. We all know of innumerable laws giving 
extra-ordinary powers to governments, which, though promulgated in 
response to the needs of war, have never been repealed when this 
emergency was over. We see how not only war but even a threat of war can 
lead to a curtailment of constitutional freedoms. Nevertheless, although we 
see in our own days that militancy is accompanied by the extension of 
governmental regulation, we cannot on the basis of this observation alone 
say whether the connection between the two is necessary, or whether it is 
just a coincidence. Nor can we say whether it is of universal nature, or 
whether it 1s due to the peculiarities of modern warfare. Another equally 
important question is: can the extension of governmental control be due to 
causes other than military? 


H ERBERT SPENCER formulated a generalization according to which 


As to the last question there can be no doubt that the answer must be 
affirmative. Not only war but also many other kinds of calamities, such as 
floods, droughts and epidemics, may spur a government to undertake new 
activities and intervene in many new spheres. The same applies to economic 
crises. During the depression of the thirties, some governments were forced 
against their wishes to interfere in the working of the economy. Etatistic 
policies pursued by the rulers of the Late Roman Empire, or in China by 
Wang Mang, were not motivated by any explicitly etatistic ideology but by 
the desire to remedy violent movements of prices and other processes, 
which were dislocating the economy. Apart from emergencies, the mere 


increase in the complexity of economic organization makes a wider 
measure of co-ordination inevitable. In ancient riverine civilizations the 
necessity of coordinating irrigation rendered extensive governmental 
regulation unavoidable. The complexity of the industrial economy makes it 
even more imperative. Some other considerations which have similar 
effects can also be mentioned: such as the need of conserving irreplaceable 
resources, and the necessity of providing various services which are 
unprofitable from the business point of view. 


A full analysis of the causes of the trend towards etatism, and its extreme 
form—totalitarianism, is beyond the scope of this study. Nevertheless a few 
remarks about some other factors, which reinforce this trend in the modern 
world, must be made. 


The completely untrammelled exchange economy seems to be 
unbearable even to its chief beneficiaries. Competition, however beneficial 
its effects may be in some ways, means insecurity; and nobody likes to feel 
insecure. That is why there is a perennial tendency to restrict competition: 
whether by the ‘closed shop’ on the part of the wage-earners, or by 
‘gentlemen's agreements’, cartels, etc., on the part of the capitalists, or by 
guilds on the part of artisans and merchants of all times. But these devices 
may not suffice without legal backing. Even powerful cartels and trusts feel 
safest when they have secured legal rights of monopoly. State interference 
may be called for, then, in order to ‘freeze’ everybody in his possessions or 
job. The demand for such ‘freezing’ 1s imperious in times of crisis, when 
the whole machine of commercial economy is flying to pieces. Etatism 
need not be egalitarian. And the rich are not always against it. On the 
contrary, sometimes they may positively welcome it as did the monopolistic 
companies of the mercantilist era and their more recent counterparts. 
Etatistic interference may, in fact, buttress the privileges of the rich, and be 
directed against the interests of the poor, as were various measures enacted 
in Elizabethan England. Numerous laws operating in contemporary South 
Africa and Southern Rhodesia serve the purpose of protecting the position 
of the white ruling caste against the free play of the market. The rich are 
necessarily only against etatistic policies which aim at the levelling of the 
distribution of wealth—that is to say, socialism. 


The desire for equality, at least latent, is ever-present among unprivileged 
masses, and is quite understandable. What requires explanation is the fact 


that this desire produces the claim for etatistic intervention; this is 
undoubtedly due to the peculiarities of the modern industrial economy. 
Egalitarian movements, often debouching into revolutions, have not been 
unknown in the past. But their goal was the confiscation of the property of 
the rich, its distribution to the poor and the abolition of debts. Such a goal 
was practicable when wealth consisted of hoards of coins, or of lands or 
workshops which did not constitute productive units, but were united only 
by being the property of one person. With modern industries such a solution 
is impracticable: they cannot be broken up and redistributed among the 
poor. Therefore, the most obvious remedy appears to be their statisation’, 
which makes them nominally the common property of all citizens. I cannot 
enter in this place into the question whether this remedy leads to the 
expected results or to what results it does lead, beyond saying that although 
it does no doubt diminish inequalities based on the possession of wealth, it 
may produce new inequalities based on positions in the bureaucracy. 


When we ask why this wish for etatistic levelling is heeded in so many 
countries, we encounter again the influence, though indirect, of military 
factors. As indicated in Chapter I, the military developments of the last 
century gave the masses new power, and therefore their wishes to be 
protected from the unregulated play of the market and to see the privileges 
of the property owners curtailed had to be considered. So, these 
developments produced in a _ round-about way the extension of 
governmental control, apart from that directly due to exigencies of war. 


A great number of advocates of etatistic policies are recruited from 
among the aspirants to power and riches, handicapped by non-possession of 
property. By undermining the importance of the latter and elevating the 
status of bureaucratic posts they can circumvent this obstacle. Expansion of 
etatism, therefore, can be viewed as an aspect of the circulation of ruling 
groups, particularly as the expansion of bureaucracy means multiplication 
of posts, and therefore increased opportunities of entry for candidates and 
of promotion for insiders. These two motives have been influential in all 
clamours for the expansion of bureaucracy, as well as of the army and many 
other bodies. Bureaucracy, moreover, like any other body, has a tendency to 
acquire as much power as it can, irrespectively of whether this serves any 
widely recognized need or not. Whether it succeeds in this endeavour or not 
depends primarily on the balance of power between itself and various other 


groups, some of which may be its allies, others its opponents. 
Constellations of interest and pressure groups may be extremely involved, 
and it would take us too far to attempt to analyse this problem here. 


Much could be said about the psychological aspects of the spread of 
egalitarian and totalitarian ideologies: about the wish, often unconscious, of 
isolated human atoms, deprived of roots in any intermediate groups, to be 
integrated into a mystic body of a party or of a state; about the way in 
which these new religions displace traditional ones because they are better 
adapted to pseudoscientific mentality; about the manner in which the most 
disparate motives—altruism, lust for power, discontent, messianistic 
expectations, sheer nihilistic destructiveness—are welded together into the 
united force of a conquering religion. But I cannot pursue this theme any 
further. For some additional points of view I may refer the reader to Jules 
Monnerot, Sociologie du Communisme: Psychologie des Religions 
Séculiéres (Paris 1949); and to my article, ‘Are Ideas Social Forces?’ 
(American Sociological Review, December 1949). Enough has been said, 
however, to show that not all extension of governmental control must be 
due to military factors. We can proceed now to the next question: does 
warfare or preparations for it always lead to such extension, or is this the 
result of some particular forms of warfare and military organization? 


In view of a formidable array of evidence adduced by Herbert Spencer in 
his Principles of Sociology, and also by P. Sorokin in Man and Society in 
Calamity (New York 1942) and in Social and Cultural Dynamics, vol. 3 
(New York 1937), there can be no doubt that wars do often produce the 
extension of state control over the economic and other aspects of social life. 
Nevertheless, it does not appear that they always do so. Obviously wars 
between small tribes, with rudimentary political organization, cannot have 
this effect. But even if we confine our attention to large states, we find that, 
for instance, in the Ptolemaic kingdom, which was one of the most etatistic 
states that ever existed, the exhausting wars against the Seleucids and the 
Romans, by dislocating the bureaucratic machine, forced a retreat from the 
full control of the economy by the state. The same thing happened in 
Byzantium in the 12 th century. Moreover, some of the most warlike states 
in the world were not totalitarian, nor even etatistic: the Ottoman Empire, 
for example, or the Sultanate of Delhi, or the Arabian Caliphate. These 
states arose through conquest and their whole organization was directed 


towards war. Nevertheless, they did not regulate the everyday life of their 
subjects in any marked degree: village communities, castes and guilds 
conducted their affairs according to age-long custom, and without much 
interference by the central government, provided the taxes were paid. This 
non-interference, it must be noted, was not based on any recognition of 
rights to autonomy, but was the consequence of indifference. The aim of the 
conquerors was the acquisition of wealth; and if income could be 
continuously drawn without too much administrative work— then so much 
the better. Neither the ruler nor his warriors were interested in undertaking 
such work, except when unavoidable. Nor could socialism—that is to say, 
etatism based on the ethical condemnation of inequalities of wealth created 
by the play of the market forces, and aiming at their attenuation—ever 
develop in conquest states. At most it could exist in the form limited to the 
ruling stratum, as in Sparta. 


The most important cause of this restraint on the part of the states 
mentioned above was, however, the fact that no military advantage could be 
gained from subjecting the affairs of all their subjects to strict control by the 
government, because the mainstay of their military might consisted of 
professional soldiers; and the only task of the civilian population was to 
support them. M.P.R. was low in these states not only because they were 
founded upon conquest. The strength of the armed forces of the Ottoman 
Empire lay in their mobility, which they owed to great herds of horses and 
camels. Cavalry constituted the core of the army, in spite of the brilliant role 
which the foot-soldiers, the Janissaries, played in many battles. The 
situation in Persia, the Delhi sultanate, and the empire of the Moghuls was 
similar, though in the last-named the infantry was more numerous. 
Consequently, the peasant masses were militarily useless, and could without 
disadvantage be left alone, after surplus wealth had been extracted from 
them. 


The empire of the Incas, on the other hand, was no doubt one of the most 
etatistic states of the past. It could not be called socialist because its rulers 
had no intention of promoting equality, but they did regulate even the 
minutest details of the lives of their subjects. Another attempt in the same 
direction, though neither so far-reaching nor so enduring, was the reform of 
the Ch'in Kingdom (before it embarked upon the conquest of what is today 
known as China) attributed to Shang Yang. It is significant that the military 


organization of both states, like that of their modern totalitarian 
counterparts, was based on universal conscription; even of women in the 
case of Ch'in. The fact that the infantry, simply armed, was the mainstay of 
their armed forces was decisive. The whole populations were militarily 
utilizable, and therefore had to be strictly controlled; just as in the warring 
states of the contemporary world they were made into armies. 


The treatise on the art of government, presumably written by Shang 
Yang, throws peculiarly lurid light on contemporary totalitarianism (see The 
Book of Lord Shang, trans, and annotated by J.J. L. Duyvendak, London 
1928). The policies which he advocates curiously resemble the practices of 
the Soviet state. But the chief interest of this treatise lies in its unabashed 
frankness about the motives of their adoption, which are not veiled by the 
verbosities of propaganda. The policies in question are presented as the best 
means of enhancing the might of the state, which is considered as the 
ultimate end in itself. Shang Yang insists on the desirability of the levelling 
of inequalities of wealth: ‘... when the rich are made poor and the poor rich, 
then the state will be strong.’ All activities should be subordinated to the 
waging or preparation of war. There should be no way of improving one's 
position other than by serving the ruler. People should not be allowed to 
become too opulent lest they cease to become willing to fight. Altogether a 
faithful picture of modern totalitarian rule. 


From the times of Shang Yang onwards, owing to the growing 
importance of the cavalry, the professional element in the Chinese army 
was gradually becoming predominant. This process began in the time of Shi 
Huang-Ti, and went on until the T'ang. As we should expect, the 
governmental regulation was becoming less extensive at the same time. 
During the time of Shang Yang the Ch'in kings considered it their duty to 
provide every one of their subjects with a piece of land. Periodic 
redistributions of land were also carried out by the Han emperors. Under the 
T'ang such distributions are becoming rarer, and under the Sung they 
disappear: the emperors cease to protect the peasants against the 
moneylender. The two significant etatistic and egalitarian attempts which 
were made in China—those of Wang Mang under the Han dynasty, and of 
Wang An-Shih under the Sung—were both connected with the desire of 
their initiators, particularly evident in the case of Wang An-Shih, to reform 
the army by restoring the peasant militia to its former position as the main 


pillar. On the other hand, the governmental regulation of the economic life 
was least extensive under the Mongols and the Manchus, who permitted 
only very few Chinese to bear arms. 


The present regime aims at the full military utilization of manpower, and 
is more totalitarian than any system which existed since the times of Shang 
Yang. 


What matters most from the point of view of the present enquiry is the 
fact that in ancient China totalitarianism was embraced because it proved 
militarily advantageous. The three civilizations: ancient Chinese, Peruvian 
and modern Western, have little in common, except that in all three of them 
arose totalitarian states, which in the first two swallowed their less 
totalitarian neighbours. Lest false predictions be drawn from these cases, I 
must remark that the victory of totalitarian states is by no means 
ineluctable: the ‘laissez-faire-istic’ Roman Republic conquered etatistic 
Hellenistic monarchies. The rise of totalitarianism in the civilizations under 
discussion was undoubtedly connected with another trait which they had in 
common—very high M.P.R., which in the case of the first two was due to 
the simplicity of armament, and in the case of modern Western countries is 
the result of the tremendous productivity of their industries. 


The example of Sparta shows how M.P.R. circumscribes the extent of 
state interference in the lives of its subjects: the despised helots had more 
personal freedom than their warrior masters— the Spartiates. The same 
example, and (though in a lesser degree) that of early Rome, shows that 
totalitarianism is not identical with monocracy. Such ‘democratic’ 
totalitarianisms, which could be found in other city states of antiquity too, 
are suited to small political units, or to those which, though they have 
grown large, still preserve the traditions formed during the time of their 
smallness: for largeness, in conditions of frequent wars, fosters monocracy. 
It seems, nevertheless, that monocracy and oligarchy are more propitious 
for totalitarianism than democracy, because people are more likely to 
endure various restraints enforced from above than impose them upon 
themselves. Thus the forms of warfare tending to produce totalitarianism 
are common to all Europe; but while in western countries their influence 
has been in some measure counteracted by traditional institutions protecting 
freedoms of the individual, in Russia traditions of despotism not only gave 
to these tendencies completely free rein, but even strengthened them. 


It does not follow from the foregoing that no state with a low M.P.R. can 
be totalitarian. It is sufficient to point to the example of Ptolemaic Egypt to 
show the falsity of such a contention. There, the armed forces consisted of 
Greek mercenaries, the natives (as is the rule in conquest states) being 
excluded from military service; and the sole aim of the etatistic policies was 
to wring as much wealth as possible from the subjects. Moreover, 
totalitarianism can come to prevail even in a situation in which neither 
military nor economic nor political eliciting factors are present, but where 
its sole driving force is fierce religious intolerance; that was the case with 
Geneva under Calvin. It must also be remembered that well-developed 
administrative technique is a prerequisite of totalitarianism, particularly in 
large states. 


It may be noted marginally that there seems to be no correlation between 
the extent of state control in the economic sphere, and in the field of sexual 
behaviour. The present-day militaristic and totalitarian regimes (and the 
same was the case with Sparta) permit far greater laxity in sex matters than 
the ‘laissez-faire-istic' states of nineteenth-century Europe. 


From the preceding analysis the conclusion emerges that not all 
tendencies towards the extension of the sphere of governmental regulation 
are the result of military factors. Nor does intensive warfare in itself 
necessarily produce totalitarianism. It only inevitably does so when 
technico-military circumstances make the co-operation of the whole adult 
population imperative. In conditions of industrial warfare this co-operation 
is, more than ever, essential. As far as military factors are concerned, the 
extent of governmental regulation is determined by the incidence of war 
and the level of M.P.R. 


VI 
M.P.R. and Ferocity of Warfare 


promote ‘democracy’. This view is based on the vague use of the 

term ‘democracy’. There is a tendency nowadays to use the words 
‘democratic’ or ‘fascist’ where our less slogan-ridden ancestors would say 
good or bad. The question whether conscription made society good or bad 
cannot be answered on scientific grounds alone as it involves normative 
judgments. But there can be no doubt that it fostered egalitarian reforms. It 
did not, of course, promote the ‘cause of peace’, but that could be expected 
only on the ground of the absolutely false preconception that humanity 
consists mainly of meek and reasonable beings, who are enticed or driven 
into wars by a few villains, be they capitalists or dictators or kings or 
whatnot. Innumerable facts plainly contradict such a notion. Some of the 
most warlike societies, such as various tribes of head-hunters and cannibals, 
have no rulers whatsoever: no capitalists or kings who could goad others 
into battle, while they themselves sat snugly behind the fighting lines. 
Democratic Athens was the most aggressive of Greek cities. The people of 
the United States were engaged for more than a century in a continuous war 
of conquest against the Indians, thus proving themselves more warlike than 
any despotic country of Europe or Asia. The Boer republics, perfect 
examples of egalitarianism, were notoriously more aggressive and ruthless 
in relation to the natives than the British colonial administration. Hitler rose 
to power in consequence of elections fairly conducted. His victories 
enraptured ordinary Germans, just as the triumphs of Napoleon delighted 
the French and those of Kitchener the British populace. The fund of cruelty 
residing in ordinary people reveals itself at such occasions as lynching of 
Negroes, ‘pogroms’ of Jews, religious massacres in India, or any other riots 
of this nature. The fact that so many people take pleasure in killing animals 
is also significant. 


T HE complaint is often made that universal conscription did not 


It does not follow, of course, that all men are sadists. The distribution of 
cruelty and compassion, like that of so many other characteristics, probably 
follows the normal distribution curve; that is to say, there are few complete 
sadists and equally few perfectly altruistic individuals, the great majority 
falling between the extremes—neither very gentle nor very cruel but quite 
ready to use violence if it suits them. These traits are certainly susceptible to 
modification. It is thus possible to further the cause of Pacifism or 
bellicosity by inculcating appropriate virtues, but mere democratization, in 
the proper sense of the widening of the distribution of political rights, is 
neutral in this respect. 


In certain societies at certain times the rulers may be (from the 
humanitarian point of view) worse than the average (the example of Nazi 
Germany immediately comes to mind), but in other times and places they 
may be better. Many generals, for instance, restrained their soldiers from 
massacring and pillaging conquered populations. It seems, however, that in 
societies where positions of authority can be attained only through 
strenuous and ruthless struggle, particularly power-thirsty individuals will 
be selected for these positions. Nevertheless, generally speaking, the 
difference between the powerful and the common man lies not so much in 
moral character as in the consequences thereof. A sadistic dictator may 
cause the death and suffering of untold millions, whilst a cruel man-in-the- 
street can only make his wife's and children's lives a misery, and 
mercilessly beat his dog. 


We found no reason to think that the extension of military service in itself 
blunts or sharpens bellicosity. But it seems, nevertheless, that such 
extension is conducive to greater ferocity in war. Thus wars waged by tribes 
in arms are frequently terribly ferocious, often ending with extermination or 
cannibalistic feasts. On the other hand, where war is the prerogative of 
nobles, we find it usually regulated by a code of honour. So it was in India 
during the so-called Heroic Age, in medieval Europe, in Homeric Greece, in 
China during the feudal period. The change-over to mass-armies, which 
occurred in China during the so-called times of the Warring Kingdoms, 
coincided with the great intensification of ferocity. The same happened in 
Greece when the hoplite replaced the noble charioteer. In early modern 
Europe the Swiss, whose armies always consisted of commoners, were 
renowned for their savage manner of fighting. The professional soldiers of 


the absolute monarchs of eighteenth-century Europe displayed considerable 
chivalry towards their enemies, best exemplified by the battle of Fontenoy 
which began with the French and British commanders inviting each other to 
open fire first. The mass armies of the French revolution put an end to such 
niceties, and started the crescendo of ferocity, as yet unfinished. 


The explanation of these facts seems to be that professional warriors 
develop some sort of solidarity with their opponents. They come to be 
conscious of belonging to the same category, as distinct from non- 
combatants. No such feelings of solidarity across the front can strike root 
when nations-in-arms are fighting. There, all bounds of the “consciousness 
of kind’ coincide at the front, and help to inflame hatred. 


Needless to say, there are many other factors which influence the ferocity 
of warfare: such as the degree of cultural similarity or dissimilarity, the 
importance of the stakes, the prevailing morals; to mention only the most 
prominent. For further discussion of these last points I may refer the reader 
to R. S. Steinmetz, Soziologie des Krieges. 


Vil 


Classification of Forms of Military 
Organization 


organization, I am obliged to introduce in this chapter a number of 

neologisms. I am not a devotee of jargon and I am fully aware of the 
fact that many pseudo-scientific terms, bandied about by quite a number of 
sociologists and psychologists, are merely pompous substitutes for perfectly 
serviceable ordinary words, only more obscure and vague, used in order to 
dazzle unsuspecting laymen with fictitious knowledge. Nevertheless, no 
science can progress without developing its terminology, and ordinary 
words are quite inadequate for designating varieties of social structures. 
And in building a really scientific terminology we should not pay much 
attention to linguistic purists and aesthetes. Even if our terms are as 
ungainly as ‘monobromoben-zene’ or ‘trinitrotoluene’... it does not matter, 
provided they help us to order our field of observation. Nor should we be 
unduly concerned about the increasing abstruseness of our science; for there 
comes a point in the development of every science when it ceases to be 
understandable to the uninitiated. It is furthermore definitely preferable to 
invent new words than to twist the meaning of words already existing, and 
so produce confusion. 


[: order to propound a useful classification of forms of military 


Naturally, a terminology may be good or bad—that is to say, helpful or 
obstructive—and that depends primarily on its pre-cision, and on whether it 
conveys something that cannot be easily conveyed with the aid of everyday 
language. Precision of connotation, 1t must be noted, however, does not 
imply precision of denotation in the field of social phenomena, which are 
fluid and shade into one another. The result is that nearly all concepts 
describing structural varieties must be what Max Weber calls ideal types: 
that is to say, extreme, pure types, the logical extremes of possible, 


continuous variations, which are almost never found in reality without some 
admixture of traits logically belonging to another ideal type. 


The types of military organization singled out in the classification which 
follows are such ideal types; they are reference-points in relation to which 
any actual form of military organization can be classified. They have been 
arrived at by combining three criteria, which—I must stress—have been 
chosen solely because of their sociological significance; obviously, many 
other classifications on different bases, say, according to tactics or weapons 
employed, are possible. 


The first characteristic of military organization selected here for the 
purpose of classification is M.P.R., whose importance has been shown in 
Chapter I. In principle this variable is amenable to quantification, and, 
logically can vary from I to O; but in the following analysis we shall deal 
with two arbitrarily defined extremes—high and low M.P.R. I shall not 
attempt to determine where exactly they begin and end. Little could be 
gained from such exact delimitation because in most historical cases the 
exact value of M.P.R. cannot be ascertained. We are compelled, therefore, to 
base our reasoning on broad but distinctly perceptible contrasts. The Gh'in 
kingdom or any of the European participants in the last war provide 
examples of undoubtedly very high M.P.R. On the other side, the M.P.R. in 
pre-revolutionary France or the Ottoman Empire must be classified as 
decidedly low. 


The second criterion selected here is the degree of subordination. Armed 
forces may be strictly subordinated to their leader, like any of the 
contemporary European armies, or they may consist of a motley of 
practically independent warriors. True, subordination can hardly ever be 
altogether absent; all bodies of warriors have chiefs, even if elected only for 
the duration of a campaign. Nevertheless, the extreme of the complete lack 
of subordination is sometimes very nearly attained; the armies of the 
Crusaders provide an example. Moreover, if we consider the usual manner 
of living of warriors, and not only their behaviour during a campaign, then 
we can find many cases of almost complete lack of subordination: warriors' 
republics, where every warrior was equal to any other and no one possessed 
authority, existed, for example, among the Cossacks of the Dnieper, among 
the Masai of Africa, and (in a less extreme form) in Sparta. 


The degree of cohesion is the third criterion. A military body may be 
closely knit, tightly organized, or it may constitute an amorphous multitude 
of warriors, independent of each other, hardly maintaining any contact. Any 
modern army or the Spartans can be taken as an instance of the former 
possibility; the knights of medieval Germany or Poland exemplify the latter. 
It is true, of course, that a group without any cohesion whatsoever ceases to 
be a group. So the logical extreme of a completely uncohesive body of 
watriors cannot materialize. Nevertheless, it can be very nearly approached. 


Cohesion, it must be noted, is not identical with physical, geographical 
concentration, though the latter favours the former. Geographical dispersion 
can coincide with high degree of cohesion, as can be seen from the example 
of the British army, which remains a very cohesive body in spite of having 
outposts in Hongkong and Singapore. Physical closeness, on the other hand, 
does not in itself produce organizational cohesion, as can be seen from the 
example of the Tallensi tribe in Africa who, though living in close 
proximity, constitute a very uncohesive body. 


Subordination implies cohesion but not vice-versa. Obviously, strict 
subordination means tight organization and, therefore, cohesion. But a 
group may be tightly organized on egalitarian, non-hierarchic lines. The 
Spartan homoioi are an example of such a body. It is true, nevertheless, that 
in geographically dispersed bodies cohesion can generally be assured only 
through subordination, and any weakening of the latter produces a 
weakening of the former too, as happened in the case of the disintegration 
of the Carolingian Empire. But social consequences of geographic distance 
depend on facilities of transport and communication. So, to be exact, we 
should speak of culturo-geographical distance or dispersion. Perhaps the 
term ‘heric’ (from the Greek word— to transport) could be used instead. 
Pheric distance could be defined as distance measured by the time in which 
it can be covered. 


Let us designate high M.P.R. by M, low by m; high degree of cohesion 
by C, low by c; high degree of subordination by S, low by s. By combining 
the three criteria we obtain the following types of military organization: 


(1) msc; that is to say characterized by low military participation ratio, 
low degree of subordination and low degree of cohesion. The examples 
most nearly approaching the logical extreme are: the parts of medieval 


Germany dominated by Raubritters, the Polish kingdom during the late 
Middle Ages, the Radjput states in the thirteenth century. I propose to call 
this type of military organization ‘ritterian’. 


(2) MsC; that is to say, high M.P.R., low degree of subordination and 
high degree of cohesion. The examples most nearly approaching the logical 
extreme are: the Cossack settlements in the days of their independence, the 
Masai tribes in East Africa. I propose to call this type ‘masaic’. 


(3) MSc; 1.e. high M.P.R., high degree of subordination and low degree 
of cohesion. No form of military organization possessing these traits can 
ever come into being because, as subordination implies cohesion, a 
combination of high subordination with low cohesion is impossible. 


(4) Msc; 1e. high M.P.R., low subordination and low cohesion. 
Examples: the Tallensi tribes, the Trekboers in South Africa, the North 
American frontiersmen. I propose to call this type ‘tallenic’. 


(5) MSC; 1.e. high M.P.R., high subordination, high cohesion; e.g. 
European participants in the two World Wars, the Ch'in kingdom in China, 
the Old Kingdom of Ancient Egypt, I propose to call this type ‘neferic’. 


(6) msC; 1.e. low M.P.R., low subordination and high cohesion; e.g. 
Sparta and some other Dorian conquest states. I propose to call this type 
‘homoic’. 

(7) mSC; 1.e. low M.P.R., high subordination and high cohesion; e.g. 
Egypt under the early Ramsesides, the Abbasid Caliphate in its early days, 
Prussia before Stein, or any other absolute monarchy, supported by 
disciplined professional troops. I propose to call this type ‘mortazic’. 


(8) mSc; 1.e. low M.P.R., high subordination and low cohesion. In view 
of the incompatibility of high subordination with low cohesion, this 
combination is impossible. 


We get thus six pure types of military organization: neferic, mortazic, 
homoic, ritterian, masaic and tallenic. I must repeat that all real forms of 
military organization are a mixture of these pure forms, some not 
approaching particularly any of them. Thus, for instance, the Byzantine 
military organization was predominantly mortazic under Justinian I, it 
acquired neferic traits under the Heraclean dynasty, and towards the end 
approached the ritterian type. The military organization of the Chinese 


Empire oscillated between mortazic and neferic types, that of the Ottoman 
Empire between mortazic, homoic and ritterian. 


The three main determinants of military organization are 


impossible 


M.P.R.— 


mortazic 


cohesion —> 


represented by the geometrical dimensions as depicted by the edges of the 
cube. Their numerical values go from o to 1. The spaces in the proximity of 
six of the points of the cube represent our six extreme types of military 
organization. Most of the real cases could be represented by clusters of 
points nearer the centre. Transitions from one type to another must by 
definition be caused by factors acting upon these determinants. 


Vill 


Biataxy and Polemity 


There are some which seem to be almost uninfluenced by it—the 

evolution of which seems to be determined only in a very small 
measure by shifts in the locus of military power. The substantial attenuation 
of political and economic inequalities which took place in Britain in the 
second half of the nineteenth century, for instance, was not accompanied by 
any marked changes in military organization. The question therefore arises: 
what are the factors which circumscribe the role of military organization in 
determining the social structure? 


N OT all societies are equally influenced by their military organization. 


The most obvious of them is the mere size of the armed forces. At the 
limit of their expansion they can absorb the adult population, and their inner 
structure becomes in times of war almost coextensive with the total 
structure of the society. A society is more likely to be exempt from the 
influence of the organization of its armed forces if these form a distinct 
body, separated from the rest of the population; that is to say, if they are 
composed of professional warriors. But even then, military organization 
may remain the chief determinant of social structure because these warriors 
may dominate the whole society. Naturally, other things being equal, the 
more proportionately numerous they are, the more easily can they impose 
their will on the rest of the population. The distribution of power within a 
society may be independant of the military organization only if the armed 
forces are so small that, given the state of military technique, they are 
unable to keep down the civilian population. The only exception to this rule 
is a hierocratic society, so pervaded by religiosity that fear of the priestly 
power makes even the warriors docile. But armed forces so small as to be 
unable to keep down the civilian population are unlikely to be sufficient for 
defence against the external foe. And although we find some primitive 
tribes which are so isolated that they do not need to worry much about 


defence, no large state could ever feel secure from external attack for any 
length of time. No really independent state has ever survived for long 
without strong armed forces. The states situated on islands, however, could 
neglect their land forces and rely almost solely on the navy. But the navy, 
and this fact is full of far-reaching consequences, cannot interfere in the 
internal affairs of a country in the same way as an army can. Ships are 
unsuited for street fighting or for repressing uprisings in the provinces. 
Moreover, because of the heavy outlay of capital per sailor, the numerical 
strength of a navy must be low as compared with that of an army which the 
same country could put into the field. For these reasons politics in the 
states, which could rely almost completely on the navy for their defence, 
could be singularly free from the interference by military men. The most 
outstanding examples of such a situation are Britain during the last two 
hundred and fifty years and Rhodes during the Hellenistic era. Venice and 
Holland, during the era of their real (as distinguished from mere tolerated) 
independence, also belonged to this extremely restricted category. Venice 
was protected from the mainland by lagoons and the Dutch cities by low- 
lying fields, which could easily be flooded. According to Montesquieu, who 
lived there, Dutch mercenary soldiers obeyed the city patricians because 
they feared being drowned if the latter opened the dykes; they were not 
allowed to enter the cities. Venice, it must be added, was the only Italian 
city-state which did not come under the rule of the condottier1. 


These maritime nations were far from being pacific, but the wars they 
waged did not undermine their political organization: the armies were far 
away and could not dominate the metropolis. On the contrary, these colonial 
wars provided an outlet, innocuous as far as internal politics were 
concerned, for the excess of adventurous energies which otherwise might be 
employed in subersive activities. 


Security from invasion by land is not in itself sufficient to minimize the 
role of the armed forces in determining social structure. This is seen clearly 
from the case of the Japanese society which, in spite of its almost complete 
immunity from external danger, never ceased to be dominated by the 
warriors. The part played in politics by the armed forces can be negligible 
only if violence is not constantly resorted to. Such restraint can prevail only 
if certain conditions obtain. The first is that a society must be fairly 
homogeneous; sufficiently homogeneous for the beliefs regulating exercise 


and transmission of authority to be unequivocal and universally accepted. 
The customs and ideals of all sections of the population must have a 
common denominator which permits some modus vivendi, without one 
section coercing another. The fate of the liberated, ex-colonial, plural 


societies, like Burma or Palestine, or of Spain, well illustrates the point.! 


Another condition of minimization of the role of the armed forces is 
economic prosperity. Empty stomachs are generally the source of the most 
serious outbreaks of violence. This, obviously, is not a new discovery and 
has been known since times immemorial. Hong Mai, a Chinese writer of the 
twelfth century, thus formulates a general theory of revolutions: 'since 
ancient times appearance of banditry depended on famines produced by 
droughts or floods. Driven by cold and hunger men gather to rob. If there 
are at the same times sorcerers who, profiting by the occasion instigate the 
people, the harm which may result is incalculable.’ Naturally, the struggle 
for power must be more bitter if defeat means starvation or violent death, 
than if its only consequence is the loss of additional comforts and prestige. 
That is why representative government, as it is known in north-western 
Europe and North America, the basis of which is the readiness to 
compromise and the renunciation of the use of violence, cannot function in 
countries where millions are starving. And starvation has been a regular 
occurrence throughout human history; demographic pressure made it 
inevitable. This is why societies whose basic structure is not determined by 
military organization are so exceedingly rare. This is also the explanation 
why Japan, secure from external danger, remained under the sway of 
warriors. The demographic pressure in that country was very high; the 
population remained stationary only because of the prevalence of abortion 
and infanticide. No wonder then, that the struggle for power and literally for 
existence was very bitter. Particularly grave was the numerical increase of 
the ruling strata which pushed down their standards of living. The only 
possible outcome of such a situation was ruthless domination of one section 
of the population over the rest. Paradoxically, the lack of external wars and 
conquests seems to have aggravated the internal oppression. Incidentally, I 
must draw the reader's attention to the fact that the low birth rate of the 
ruling classes of western European countries in recent times, whatever its 
eugenically baneful consequences, undoubtedly helped to soothe the 
internal struggles. Everybody could attain the position of his father or even 


higher; nobody had to be eliminated from the charmed circle, as happens in 
a particularly great measure in countries where polygyny is practised. 


Demographic pressure usually leads either to intensification of internal 
struggles or to attempts at conquest, or both. In either case, the role of the 
armed forces will grow in importance—except in the case of maritime 
states, which, because of the peculiarities mentioned above, can embark 
upon conquests without becoming militarized. Religion is the only power 
which can subdue, even if never completely, the explosive forces produced 
by over-population and poverty; so that the issue of ‘who gets what’ does 
not need to be settled by naked force alone. Traditional India is the most 
striking case of a society full of tensions, whose structure is determined 
nevertheless more by religion than by naked force. It is extremely probable 
that the weakening of the hold of traditional religion, taking place now, will 
lead to internal upheavals and/or external aggression: particularly if, 
because of the improvement of medical services, the demographic pressure 
becomes even higher, as it will unless the birth-rate drops substantially, thus 
enabling the accretion of wealth, due to technical improvements, to 
overtake the growth of the population. 


A society in which the distribution of power and, consequently, of 
wealth, prestige and other desirable things, of ophelimities as I proposed to 
call them, is settled by naked force, that is to say, by the use or the threat of 
violence, may be called biataxic (Greek ‘bia’—violence). Naturally, this as 
well as its opposite—a society in which naked force plays no part 
whatsoever, and which may be termed abiataxic—is a logical extreme, an 
ideal type, to which any real society can only approximate but which can 
never be attained. 


There are many other factors besides those mentioned above, which 
participate in determining the strength of tensions within a society. Thus, 
for instance, the methods of upbringing, if harsh and unsparing in the use of 
the rod, together with frustrations generated by norms regulating the family 
and sex life, may help to augment the fund of aggressiveness, cruelty and 
hatred. The mere weight of traditions of cruelty and harshness, and the 
inertia of revenge, must be taken into account too. But the high level of 
tension resulting from poverty and these circumstances is not the only 
factor which makes the struggle for power bitter, thus enhancing the 
importance of military organization. As I said, government not based on 


naked force can function only if certain beliefs are accepted by the 
overwhelming majority of the population; if there is an agreement on the 
right to command and duty to obey. If such agreement does not exist, either 
because of ethnic heterogeneity or in consequence of an internal schism, 
naked force must remain the argument of the last resort, and the distribution 
of military might the principal determinant of social structure. 


Herbert Spencer classified societies into militant and industrial. Put in 
this way this classification appears nonsensical, as there is no shred of 
evidence that an industrial society (taking the word ‘industrial’ at its current 
meaning) must be peaceful. Needless to stress, such a society is by no 
means immune to bellicosity, and Spencer knew it; he was quite alive to the 
realities of colonial expansion. His intention, obscured by the infelicitous 
choice of words, was to bring to light profound differences between 
societies whose life is oriented towards war, and those preoccupied mainly 
with peaceful production. There can be no doubt that this factor of the 
degree of orientation towards war is of radical importance in determining 
the structure of societies. But before we proceed to examine its influence 
we must stop to consider the terminology. 


The term ‘industrial’ is obviously altogether misleading. It would be 
better to designate the opposite of ‘militant’ simply as ‘non-militant’. But 
even this usage would not satisfy the needs of the analysis which follows, 
because the accepted meaning of the word ‘militant’ carries a connotation 
of aggressiveness; and a society may be oriented towards war defensively. 
It would be equally unsatisfactory to use the term ‘militarized’ because it 
has acquired a meaning different from what I wish to express here: it 
reminds one of uniforms, the goose-step and all the other paraphernalia of a 
modern army; we could hardly say without twisting the accepted meaning 
of the words that, for instance, Navajo society was militarized, even though 
it was strongly oriented towards war. Moreover, the patterns of army 
organization may be adopted for purposes other than the prosecution of war. 
Thus we can say that the creation of the Salvation Army constituted an act 
of militarization of a religious body. I am obliged therefore to introduce a 
new term—‘polemity’ which may be defined as the ratio of the energy 
employed (directly or indirectly) in warfare or preparations for it, to the 
total amount of energy available to a society. Complete polemity and its 
opposite,—apolemity, are, of course, pure polar concepts, seldom attained 


in reality. Extreme polemity implies the absorption of the totality of the 
social structure into the military structure; they become identical, as they 
practically were, for instance, in the Ghazi emirate of Menteshe, from 
which germinated the Ottoman Empire, or in the society of Suavians, or in 
various societies of pirates, like those which existed on the Lipari Islands 
and the Cilician coast in antiquity and on the Antilles and Madagascar in the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, or of robbers, like the Balkan 
Hajduks. Sweden and Holland in the nineteen-twenties provide on the other 
side examples of extreme apolemity. The degree of polemity is not 
determined by the type of military organization. Thus, for instance, both 
England and Prussia possessed in the eighteenth century mortazic military 
organization, but while England was only slightly polemitic, Prussia was 
the epitome of polemity in Europe of that era. Nevertheless, with the types 
of military organization characterized by high M.P.R. a higher degree of 
polemity is on the whole possible than with the types distinguished by low 
M.P.R., because only in the former case is the complete overlapping of the 
military structure and the total social structure possible. Furthermore, 
societies possessing military organization characterized by low cohesion 
can be only moderately polemitic, because polemity depends on the 
intensity of warfare, and the latter produces internal cohesion. It follows 
that the ritterian and tallenic types of military organization can be found 
only in moderately polemitic societies. In large societies successful 
prosecution of war demands monocratic co-ordination; only those among 
them, therefore, which possess neferic or mortazic military organization can 
be highly polemitic; and, as the possibility of completeness of polemity 
depends on M.P.R., the highest polemity of a large society can be attained 
under neferic military organization. 


A high degree of polemity means that social structure is militarily 
determined, that is to say, determined by the form of military organization. 
The low degree of polemity does not, however, assure an equally low 
degree of military determination of social structure because of another 
factor—biataxy, which has been defined earlier as the degree to which 
distribution of ophelimities in a society is determined by the use or the 
threat of violence. That polemity and biataxy do not always go together can 
be seen from the comparison of the Aztec confederation with Tokugawa 
Japan. The former was highly polemitic but abiataxic; it was oriented 
towards war but its stratification was based mainly on religion. Montezuma 


had no police to enforce his will; he, as well as his priests and nobles, were 
willingly revered by the people. Tokugawa Japan, on the other hand, was an 
unageressive state, not very well prepared for defence, whose rulers desired 
seclusion from the outer world; but they ruled their subjects with an iron 
hand. It was a state where the seething hatred of the nobles against the 
shogun, and of the peasants against the nobles, was prevented from 
debouching into a revolution mainly by terror. There are some reasons for 
believing that biataxy and polemity tend to be inversely related. This would 
not be surprising because demographic pressure unrelieved by war must 
sharpen inner conflicts; and psychologically, the fight against outsiders 
permits a projection of internally generated hatreds on them, thus soothing 
inner conflicts. Nevertheless, there are societies which are highly biataxic 
and highly polemitic at the same time: for example the Inca, Ottoman, 
Soviet and Gh'in Empires. 


A society can be free from being militarily determined only insofar as it 
is neither polemitic nor biataxic. Some societies are almost free from such 
determination—others are not. Needless to stress, these are again polar 
concepts, between which lies a whole gamut of intermediate possibilities, 
differing in the degree of military determination. Neither the former nor the 
latter constitute a unitary class: the latter differ in their structures as much 
as do their military organizations; the former agree only in not being 
militarily determined and a priori can differ in all imaginable ways (they 
may, for instance, be plutocratic like Victorian England, or hierocratic like 
the Tibet of the Dalai Lamas). Plainly, even a cursory investigation of 
varieties of abiataxic and apolemitic societies and their determinants would 
greatly exceed the bounds of the present enquiry. But I must mention that 
certain kinds of societies require the freedom from being determined by the 
military organization as the condition of their existence. 


A prominent nineteenth-century English historian Seeley propounded a 
‘law’ that the amount of freedom in a state is inversely proportional to the 
pressure on it from outside. The snag in this statement is the uncertain 
meaning of the word freedom. Societies differ in what they allow and 
forbid, and it is usually very difficult to estimate where the sum of freedom 
is greater. If in one society sexual behaviour is almost unrestricted but the 
criticism of rulers strongly repressed, whilst in another the opposite state of 
affairs prevails, then it is quite arbitrary to say that the one is a free, and the 


other an unfree society. Naturally people always accept restrictions to which 
they are accustomed, whilst restrictions to which members of other societies 
are subject appear to them outrageous. Ilya Ehrenburg found that the 
Americans were less free than the Russians because in America if a man 
stayed in an hotel with a women who was not his wife, the police would 
break into the room and drag them out of the bed, whilst in Russia they 
would do nothing about it. One could even argue that the sum of freedom 
was greater in Hitler's Germany than in Victorian England; after all, 
Victorians were, according to present standards, 'slaves of conventions’, 
women were kept in tutelage and wage-earners were tyrannized by their 
employers. It could also be said that political freedom in England is only 
possible because of the Englishman's rigid adherence to convention, which 
always strikes continentals; and that a Russian under the Tzars had a much 
greater choice of permissible kinds of behaviour than an Englishman living 
under parliamentary government with adult franchise. “You don't need the 
police,’ said a Russian to Sir John Maynard, ‘because you all have mental 
strait-jackets.’ Moreover, freedom for one often means unfreedom for 
another: if an owner is free to close his factory which is a mainstay of the 
community, then his employees have no freedom to make arrangements for 
permanent residence there. Finally, freedom may be invidiously accorded to 
different sections of the population: in disciplinarian Sparta women were 
much freer than in ‘freedom-loving’ Athens. From the foregoing the 
conclusion inevitably emerges that on strictly scientific grounds we can 
decide that there is more freedom in society A than in society B only if 
everything that is prohibited in A is also prohibited in B, whilst certain 
things which are prohibited in B are allowed in A. Such a situation cannot, 
of course, be encountered often. In all other cases we can judge relative 
amounts of freedom only on ethical grounds, on the basis of a conviction 
that certain freedoms are good and indispensable, whilst others are 
inessential or even reprehensible. 


These considerations do not invalidate the essential point of Seeley's 
‘law’. Taking the restrictions of his environment for granted, he meant by 
‘freedom’ freedom from control by the government and from arbitrary rule. 
After such reinterpretation his law becomes almost identical with the 
generalizations expounded on the preceding pages: namely, that intensive 
warfare fosters the extension of governmental regulation and 
monocratization. 


The law can be also taken to mean that representative government thrives 
only in countries which are not under hard pressure from outside. Broadly, 
this is true as far as large societies are concerned; and the history of the 
modern Occident certainly lends support to this view. Representative 
government flourished uninterruptedly only in the island of Britain, and 
later in its former colonies, all of which were sheltered by the oceans and 
the British navy. The only other country which held to equally radical 
parliamentarianism—Poland—was destroyed. Evidently, only a monocratic, 
centralized, militarist state could survive in the centre of Europe. The ‘rule 
of law’—that is to say, a situation where obedience is due to general rules 
and the sphere of arbitrary command is small, at any rate as far as legal 
sanctions are concerned—implies some limitations on authority and is 
incompatible with extreme monocratization, but positively connected with a 
representative mode of government. If then, we take freedom as meaning 
the ‘rule of law’, representative government and restricted governmental 
regulation Seeley's ‘law’ is quite correct. 


The analysis of the whole problem is gravely impaired by the lack of a 
general conceptual framework which could serve as a basis for an exact and 
unambiguous description of social structures. This defect could be remedied 
only in a general treatise on social structures. So, I must confine myself to a 
few, necessarily inadequate remarks. 


When Spencer spoke about industrial societies he meant more than just 
the opposite of a militant, or polemitic society. Obviously, he had in mind a 
type of society similar to the England of his day—commercial, laissez-faire, 
liberal, contractual, spontaneously mobile. (The qualification 
‘spontaneously’ is very important because compulsory mobility is a very 
common feature of despotic states: witness the enormous shifts of 
population carried out by the orders of Shih Huang-ti, Assurbanipal, Inca 
Patchakutek, Hitler, Stalin and others.) Such a society must be abiataxic and 
apolemitic; otherwise it could not exist. Without the long peace the 
nineteenth-century liberalism could not have thriven. True, this was a 
period of colonial expansion, but colonial wars of conquest, whatever may 
have been the havoc wrought upon the victims, were waged by the 
European states in an off-hand fashion; they never demanded total 
mobilization of resources. And significantly, the main bastion of liberalism 
was the island of Britain, secure from invasion. The United States, which 


Ferrero called Europe's enlarging mirror, displayed the features of an open, 
mobile, liberal society to an even greater degree; and they too were free 
from the necessity of serious military effort. 


In order not to be misunderstood, I must emphasize that I do not maintain 
that the type of society which, because of the lack of more adequate 
terminology, I called open, mobile and liberal, must arise wherever there is 
no need for tightly knit military organization: the absence of such a need is 
only one of the conditions of its existence. Another indispensable condition 
is a low degree of biataxy. But even abiatxy and apolemity combined 
cannot assure the existence of an open, liberal, contractual society. Much 
depends on the economic situation. In a stagnating or declining economy 
there is a tendency on the part of incumbents of all advantageous positions 
to appropriate them, and to form closed groups from which all outsiders are 
debarred. High social mobility of a spontaneous kind is possible only if 
groups are willing to admit newcomers; and that depends largely on 
whether the extra mouth is not universally regarded as being much more 
important than the extra pair of hands. This statement obviously needs 
further elaboration which cannot be undertaken here. 


! This group of circumstances constitutes one of the most important determinants of social 
structure; I shall refer to it by the name of concord. 


Ix 


Interstratic Mobility 


expressed the view that war fosters vertical (or as I prefer to call it— 

interstratic) mobility; and I believe that on the whole he is right. 
Nevertheless, much depends on the kind of war. Thus a war between 
unstratified tribes, which does not lead to subjugation of any of them, can 
have no such effect. And this type of war is very frequent among pre-literate 
peoples: it is the rule among hunters and food-collectors, where war is 
usually enveloped in ceremonialism and magic, and the possibility of 
conquest not even conceived. On the other hand, all wars ending in 
conquest produce wholesale interstratic shifts. If it is a primary conquest of 
one unstratified tribe by another, then it means that a pyramid of 
stratification is erected, and that the conquerors turn from ordinary men into 
masters (e.g. the establishment of several Hamitic kingdoms in East Africa). 
If the conquered society was already stratified, then a conquest may result 
in the superposition of an additional stratum (e.g. the T'opa conquest of 
North China or the British conquest of India); or in the wholesale 
degradation, or even extermination, of the old ruling stratum, and its 
replacement by the conquerors (e.g. the Norman conquest of England, the 
Nazi conquest of Poland, the Turkish conquest of the Balkans). A conquest 
may, of course, lead to a more or less complete ejection or extermination of 
the defeated population (e.g. the Anglo-Saxon conquest of Britain, the 
European conquest of North America, the Slavic conquest of Illyria). If the 
last-named possibility materializes, then we can hardly speak of interstratic 
mobility unless we assign some social status to the dead; but ejection 
usually results in the degradation of those who occupied elevated positions, 
and cannot find equivalents in the place of refuge. Also, war must produce 
interstratic mobility insofar as it is connected with slave hunting; and it can 
be so connected even in fairly simple societies, not embarking upon 
conquests, like the Kwakiutl of the northwestern coast of America or the 
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Bagobo of the Philippines. Subjugation may take many forms, differing in 
their thoroughness and accordingly in their efficacity in generating 
interstratic mobility. The defeated may be all turned into slaves or serfs (e.g. 
the Portuguese colonization of Brazil, or the Dorian conquest of the 
Peloponnese). In contrast to this stood modern Europe until recent times, 
where all subjugations were of a very mild kind: all that happened was that 
people had to pay taxes to a different govern-ment, and only the personnel 
of administration, sometimes only the top personnel, was supplanted; other 
people were left in their jobs, possessions, etc. It follows that the effect of 
these subjugations on interstratic mobility could only be slight; particularly, 
as the class of officials was not numerous in those days. Sometimes 
subjugation meant nothing more than the acknowledgment of suzerainty 
and payment of tribute, as in the case of the Persian conquest of the 
Phoenician and Greek cities. Sometimes the conquerors exterminate or 
degrade the recalcitrant members of the old ruling stratum, but allow others 
to retain their positions, as did the Romans after conquering Gaul, or the 
Mohammedans in Visigothic Spain. Sometimes the pre-existing ruling 
stratum is degraded or exterminated, and replaced with the new, drawn from 
the lower strata of the subjugated population, which fits better into 
subordinate positions in the conquerors' administrative machine (e.g. the 
Soviet conquest of eastern Europe, and, it seems, the Inca conquests of 
certain Peruvian principalities). 


Another way in which war may foster interstratic mobility is by 
dislocating social structure. A hard war may change radically the relative 
values of different kinds of property, thus enriching some and 
impoverishing others; it may alter the values of skills, nullify savings, 
destroy goodwill, close some markets and open others. All such 
perturbations must cause shifts of individuals on the social ladder. 
Moreover, interstratic mobility is low if groups, of which a society is 
composed, are closed. Closure means order and, therefore, any violent 
concussions sustained by the social order produce cracks, through which 
ambitious climbers can infiltrate. The after-effects of World War I in 
Germany, and of World War II in France provide an illustration of this kind 
of sequence. 


War undoubtedly promotes interstratic mobility within armed forces. In 
peacetime there is no real criterion of a soldier's ability. Promotion, 


therefore, is inclined to be by seniority, tempered by sycophancy and 
nepotism. Moreover, whilst in time of peace nobody worries whether any 
military talents are wasted or not, in time of war, particularly a strenuous 
one, it becomes imperative to find the ablest. This is the reason why usually, 
when an army enters a war after a long period of peace, a wholesale sifting 
of commanders takes place. The sifting conducted by Stalin during the last 
war was truly prodigious, but it was not unprecedented; a similar sifting 
occurred in the Prussian army after Jena, to mention one of many other 
examples. Much depends, of course, on the seriousness of the war, the 
imminence of defeat and the direness of its consequences. For parlour wars, 
such as those conducted by the European monarchies in the eighteenth 
century, or those indulged in at various periods in China, aged princes, 
indolent courtiers and other venerable dignitaries were good enough as 
commanders. So, generally speaking, we can say that war produces 
interstratic mobility in the measure of its severity. 


Another factor which can promote interstratic mobility within an army is 
the differential mortality of various ranks; higher mortality among higher 
ranks means promotion for others. Its existence depends on tactics, 
armament, the code of fighting, etc. Often the mortality rises as we go from 
privates to junior officers, and afterwards decreases, being very low among 
generals, who are more frequently dismissed. If an army constitutes only a 
small part of the population, and the replacements are incorporated along 
stratic lines—i.e. if killed privates are replaced by other peasants, officers 
by other noblemen, generals by other princes (as was done in the armies of 
pre-Napoleonic Europe)—then the differential mortality may have no 
influence on interstratic mobility. Such a mode of replacement is impossible 
if M.P.R. is high. If replacements are always drawn into the lowest ranks, 
then casualties, whether they are differential or not, must speed up 
promotions (e.g. all armies participating in World War II). 


In societies where warriors constitute the upper stratum, ascension will 
be fostered only if the rate of casualties is higher than the reproduction rate 
of that stratum. This may happen (e.g. the wars of the Roses in England), 
but also may not (e.g. France and Germany in the twelfth and thirteenth 
centuries). The reader may ask how I know that my statements concerning 
these examples are correct in view of the lack of statistics. My answer is 
that if one constantly hears of noble scions roaming over the country in 


search of fiefs, then, it is obvious that there must have been a surplus of 
them. It was mainly from this surplus that crusaders were recruited. If 
heirless fiefs are frequently mentioned, then the opposite situation must 
have obtained. 


As already hinted at previously, monocracy is correlated with high 
interstratic mobility. The main pillar of a despot's power is his ability to 
promote and degrade; punishment as a rule presupposing degradation. Once 
he ceases to be able to do so, once his assistants become a self-perpetuating 
body, be it co-optative or hereditary, his power is on the wane. All rulers 
who attempted to overcome an oligarchy did so with the aid of new men— 
men drawn from the lower strata, who saw their advancement in the 
extension of the ruler's power. The Bourbons in France, the Romanovs in 
Russia, the Abbaside Caliphs, the Mughuls in India, the Kings of Dahomey, 
to cite only a few of the available examples, attained absolute authority by 
following this policy, and maintained their authority only in so far as they 
could stick to it. This applies not only to states but to any kind of hierarchy: 
everywhere the power of the boss is based on his ability to promote and 
degrade. Admittedly, interstratic mobility depends on other factors too, 
above all demographic factors; but we can say that, other things being 
equal, the degree of subordination does tend to co-vary with interstratic 
mobility. It follows that armies characterized by a high degree of 
subordination will be interstratically mobile. 


It may be said that democracy should also foster interstratic mobility, 
because it implies the ability of the masses to choose their leaders. This is 
true, but democracy tends to level social inequalities: a society can be 
stratified only in so far as it is imperfectly democratic; and where there are 
no strata there can be no interstratic mobility. Oligarchy, whose permanant 
tendency is to close itself and prevent entries and expulsions, is the regime 
which combines high stratification with low interstratic mobility. 


In drawing conclusions from the foregoing, we must remember that 
interstratic mobility may flow along other than military channels, and that 
societies differ in the degree of their polemity. In a society like the 
Ottoman, where the state was really an army on the march, and the ruling 
stratum perfectly polemitic, all interstratic mobility necessarily flowed 
along military channels. In England, on the contrary, from the fall of 
Cromwell's regime onwards, the army constituted no elevator whatsoever. 


Even in Hohen-zollern Germany its role in this respect was minor in 
comparison with business enterprise. The way in which any change in 
military organization may affect total interstratic mobility depends on what 
happens in other sectors of social life: an intensification of interstratic 
mobility within the armed forces may be accompanied by a drop in the total 
interstratic mobility because of the shutting of other ascensional channels. 
In the Roman Empire, for instance, the interstratic mobility along 
commercial channels greatly diminished after the third century, while that 
proceeding through the army increased very markedly; whether the total 
volume increased or diminished could be established only by a large-scale 
historical investigation (cf. my article, ‘Vertical Mobility and Technical 
Progress’, Social Forces, October 1950). Moreover, the results of a process 
of polemitization depend on the pre-existing situation in sectors hitherto 
independent of military authorities. Bearing this in mind we can now 
attempt to examine the influence of particular forms of military 
organization. 


The tallenic and masaic types can hardly foster interstratic mobility, as 
they provide no ground for the development of stratification; stratification 
may, however, develop in a society whose military organization is of that 
kind, on other grounds, provided that the society is fairly abiataxic and 
apolemitic. 


The ritterian and homoic types, though having stratificatory influence 
because of the low M.P.R., do not promote interstratic mobility because of 
the low degree of subordination; they rather foster a closed oligarchy. 


The mortazic type tends to produce steep stratification, in virtue of its 
low M.P.R., whilst its high degree of subordination fosters interstratic 
mobility, which may reach quite extraordinary proportions, as it did in the 
Ottoman Empire (see my article mentioned above). But if the authority of 
the ruler diminishes and military organization becomes semi-homoic (i.e. 
pretorianism develops), then the interstratic mobility tends to decline: all 
pre-torianist troops tend to become hereditary (e.g. the Stryeltzy, the 
Janissaries, even the Mamluks... finally). 


The neferic type tends to produce a stratified hierarchy because of its 
high subordination, which, on the other hand, promotes interstratic mobility. 


This mobility is further fostered by levelling tendencies generated by the 
high M.P.R. 


D4 


Types of Military Organization and 
Types of Social Structure 


PRELIMINARY REMARKS 


EFORE we examine more closely the factual material bearing upon 
B the problem of correspondence of the types of social structure and 

the types of military organization distinguished on the preceding 
pages, let us glance over the effects produced by the three variables in terms 
of which we have classified the forms of military organization. 


M.P.R. affects primarily the steepness of stratification, although its 
effects are modified by the facility of suppression. Other things being equal, 
the greater the facility of suppression, the steeper the stratification. 
Secondly, M.P.R. influences the extent of governmental control. Thirdly, it 
affects the pervasiveness of the influence of the other two variables. 


The cohesion of the armed forces tends to produce the cohesion of the 
body politic. 


Subordination within the armed forces tends to produce subordination in 
the whole body politic. It has stratificatory effect, as 1t requires a hierarchy, 
but on the other hand, it has a levelling tendency. It promotes interstratic 
mobility. 


And now, having restated these principles, we can look closer into the 
factual material. But at the risk of being tedious I must remind the reader 
that the more abiataxic and apolemitic is a society the less does it reflect the 
features of its military organization. 


Tallenic military organization is characterized by high M.P.R., low 
cohesion and low subordination. We should expect to find it, therefore, in 


egalitarian societies with rather inarticulate, amorphous political 
organization. High M.P.R. means that there is no warrior stratum, having 
the monopoly of arms, and thus able to acquire privileges. Nor are there, in 
view of the low degree of subordination, any rights to command which 
would enable their holders to elevate themselves above the common crowd. 
Indeed, any cohesion that there is in such societies stems from either far- 
reaching kinship links (e.g. the Tallensi) or from the consciousness of 
cultural sameness (e.g. North American frontiersmen or the Trekboers of 
South Africa); or from both, plus some other factors. This type of military 
organization can exist only where there is no real government, because the 
first task of any effective government is to organize defence. It is evident, 
therefore, that it can exist in an adulterated form only in small societies, 
because an integration of large numbers requires an organized government. 
Nor can it survive in conditions of intensive and frequent warfare because 
under such circumstances leadership and discipline are indispensable. The 
case of the American frontiersmen seems to contradict this statement, but 
not on closer inspection. True, they waged war on the Indians almost 
constantly; but because of their very substantial technical and numerical 
superiority they were not compelled to brace themselves into a tightly knit 
body—as were the Cossacks, their equivalents on the Eurasian steppe. With 
very few exceptions, which can be accounted for by equally peculiar 
circumstances, this type of military organization is found only in small, 
isolated tribes, usually situated in inaccessible places, whether mountains or 
deserts (e.g. the Tallensi, the Eskimos, the Australian aborigines). The lack 
of stratification and the political amorphism, which are the usual features of 
such societies, also characterized the trans-Appalachian states of America in 
the early nineteenth century. There, everybody had his gun, and the regular 
troops were very weak; this was one of the most important conditions 
moulding the Frontier society, and gave a singular twist to the whole 
American civilization; its repercussions reverberate to this day. The almost 
complete fluidity of social structure, the extraordinary impotence of the 
central government, the rugged individualism, the extreme egalitarianism, 
the sheriff's rough justice and lynchings could not have survived under a 
government possessing a large disciplined army and a well-organized 
administrative machine; both of which would have been indispensable had 
the United States been exposed continuously to a serious external threat. 


The masaic type of military organization differs from the tallenic only in 
its greater cohesion; M.P.R. remaining high and the degree of subordination 
low. It 1s usually found in societies which are small and unstratified, but 
possess definite political organization, even though this organization is 
extremely democratic. Its cohesion is mainly the result of military cohesion 
necessitated by constant warfare. Clearly, this type cannot exist in large 
societies because the strong cohesion of large armed forces can only be 
achieved through subordination. Geographically, societies whose military 
organization is of this type are situated in easily accessible places, such as 
Open steppes or the coasts (e.g. the Masai, the Cossacks before they were 
incorporated into the Russian army, the Cretan pirates in antiquity). The 
enumeration of all such societies would be very tedious, because practically 
all small and warlike societies, be they Eurasian, African or Amerindian, 
belong to this category. They can have leaders, who are, however, as a rule 
of charismatic type, and whose authority is very circumscribed: because of 
the small size of the population no authority able to keep down the majority 
can establish itself. If there is such an authority, it is invariably that of a 
priest, and therefore unconnected with military organization. Naturally, 
there are many societies which approximate imperfectly to this type, or 
where the coalescence of the functions of the priest and the war leader 
makes it difficult to classify them (e.g. a number of Bantu tribes of southern 
Africa). 


The mortazic type of military organization is characterized by low 
M.P.R., high cohesion and high subordination. It is not surprising, therefore, 
that it is found in societies which are steeply stratified and monocratically 
ruled. The cohesion of these societies may, but need not, be deep; it may 
embrace the ruling stratum only, while the rest of the population may be 
living in well-nigh self-sufficient and isolated village-communities; that is 
to say, the organization of these societies may be segmentary (e.g. the 
Kitara Kingdom in Central Africa). This type of military organization can 
exist in very large societies, like the Roman Empire or Manchu China, but 
also in very small ones, like Milan under the Sforzas and other cities of 
Renaissance Italy ruled by the condottieri; but generally it is found in 
societies larger than those whose military organization is of tallenic or 
masaic type; it is not, therefore, surprising that the former exhibit greater 
variety than the latter. 


Societies whose military organization is of the mortazic type can be 
divided, in the first place, into two main groups: (1) those whose cohesion 
has also other than military roots, such as economic interdependence or 
national consciousness (e.g. France under Louis XIV or Japan under 
Hydeoshi); and (2) those whose cohesion resides almost solely, or at least 
primarily, in the army (e.g. the Abbaside Caliphate which owed its 
existence to its mercenaries—mortazeh, as they were called). 


Secondly, these societies could be classified into those where the armed 
forces and the ruling stratum coincide (e.g. the Ottoman Empire), and those 
where they do not. Among the latter there are two varieties: (1) all warriors 
may belong to the privileged strata, which, however, contain other kinds of 
people as well, such as the priests or the literati (e.g. Ramseside Egypt); (2) 
only officers belong to the privileged strata, while the rank and file are 
drawn from unprivileged strata (e.g. European monarchies of the 
‘Enlightenment’). As has been already indicated, the position of the ruling 
class is less secure in the second situation, which, moreover, can exist only 
in imperfectly biataxic societies, that is to say, societies where the 
distribution of ophelimities is not determined by naked force alone. 
Interstratic mobility tends to be high in societies whose military 
organization is of mortazic type; in some it was indeed extreme—in the 
Ottoman Empire, for instance, or the Mughul Empire or the Abbaside 
Caliphate. Some further illustrations of this point can be found in my article 
in Social Forces (October 1950). 


Other things being equal, the extent of governmental regulation tends, as 
we saw earlier, to co-vary with M.P.R. It is understandable, therefore, that 
in societies possessing mortazic type of military organization, its range is 
rather restricted. This is not, however, an absolute rule because the extent of 
governmental regulation is influenced by non-military factors too. The 
political structure tends to be that of an autocracy, but of a superficial, non- 
penetrating kind; let us call it crust-autocracy. The Islamic states come 
under that category almost without exception. 


The homoic type of military organization is characterized by low M.P.R.., 
high cohesion and low subordination. Typically, it is found in nobiliary 
republics marked by steep stratification, high cohesion and egalitarianism 
within the ruling stratum. The first is connected with low M.P.R., while the 
other two are reflections of the corresponding features of military 


organization. This type of military organization cannot be found in anything 
approaching its pure form in large societies, because high cohesion and lack 
of hierarchization can be reconciled only if the numbers involved are small. 
In large societies, particularly when the means of communication are 
undeveloped, any flattening of the pyramid of subordination must mean at 
least partial political disintegration. Understandably therefore, this type of 
military organization has thrived only in a type of society which may be 
called the nobiliary polis, where privileged warriors lived in propinquity 
and dominated their serfs collectively, and of which Sparta and the Dorian 
state in Crete are most representative. 


The ritterian type of military organization is marked by a low M.P.R., low 
cohesion and low subordination. The political form which usually 
accompanies it is that of a nobiliary republic, even if it is a monarchy 
nominally. But, in contrast to the nobiliary polis, here the nobles are strewn 
over a wide area, and dominate their subjects individually, not collectively. 
Let us call such a system a seignorial republic. The society as a whole is 
characterized by steep stratification, connected with low M.P.R., low 
cohesion and egalitarianism within the ruling stratum. The purest examples 
of such a society are: Poland and Hungary at the end of the Middle Ages, 
Parts of Germany dominated by the ‘free knights’ during the same era, the 
Radjput states in India around the thirteenth century, and the Parthian 
Kingdom; above all, Poland. It would be inappropriate to describe these 
societies as feudal, because in its strict sense the term feudal pertains only 
to the juridical relations arising from the bond of vassalage. True, it is also a 
matter of discipline, which within a feudal hierarchy is as a rule much laxer 
than within a bureaucracy; and if it is strengthened beyond a certain point, 
the feudal state becomes an autocratic bureaucracy, and its military 
organization mortazic (or neferic if M.P.R. is raised at the same time); if the 
discipline is relaxed so much that the hierarchy practically dissolves itself, 
the state becomes a seignorial republic, and its military organization 
ritterian, the ultimate logical end being complete pulverization. Feudalism, 
therefore, is a transition zone between the extreme poles of political 
organization—centralized bureaucracy and the multitude of semi- 
independent domains; and in its military aspects, it stands between the 
mortazic and the ritterian types of military organization. 


The relationships between the warrior nobility and their subjects, and 
their juridical claims to the soil, may assume diverse forms. The land may 
be the allodial property of the nobles (e.g. Poland and Hungary), or it may 
be held as fiefs (e.g. western Europe), or as mere bénéficia (e.g. Muscovy 
and Mughul India). The peasants may live in self-governing villages and be 
only required to deliver dues, though these may be very high (e.g. India); or 
may be incorporated into manors and obliged to till the lords' demesnes 
besides their own fields (e.g. the medieval Occident) ; or they may be mere 
labourers, or even slaves (e.g. colonial Brazil). The extent of the lords’ 
jurisdiction varies greatly too. As far as military organization is concerned, 
these variations are relevant only in so far as they affect the inner structure 
of the warrior stratum; and here a rough inverse correlation can be 
discerned between the extent of the nobles' jurisdiction and the security of 
their tenure of land, on the one side, and their subordination to the ruler, on 
the other. Flattening of the feudal pyramid usually means the transformation 
of fiefs into allodial property. 


The term feudal is sometimes twisted to designate simply the exploitation 
of the masses. I shall not waste time in discussing the merits, or rather 
demerits, of such an abuse of words. But it even seems inappropriate to 
apply this term to all societies where a warrior stratum, possessing the 
monopoly of arms, rules unarmed masses. The habit of twisting the 
meaning of old words in order to express new concepts is very pernicious 
because it creates confusion; it is much better to invent new words. And as 
the type of society where a stratum of warriors dominates unarmed masses 
is certainly common enough to deserve a name, I propose to call it 
bookayan, and the dominating warrior stratum a bookay. These terms are 
derived from biuke—the Japanese word for the military nobility. A 
bookayan society may be a nobiliary polis, a seignorial republic or an 
absolute monarchy, and its military organization may be mortazic, homoic 
or ritterian. 


The ritterian type of military organization is usually found in larger 
societies than the homoic type, because when large numbers are involved, 
low subordination produces low cohesion. 


The neferic type of military organization is marked by high M.P.R., high 
cohesion and high subordination. It is generally found in societies 
possessing the following features: (1) a tendency towards the levelling of 


social inequalities, connected with high M.P.R. and high subordination, 
counterbalanced by (2) stratificatory tendencies produced by high 
subordination; (3) a tendency towards totalitarianism connected with high 
M.P.R. ; (4) monocratic government; (5) high cohesion which, however, 
may be merely a reflection of the cohesion of the politico-military machine 
(e.g. the Inca Empire), or may also be rooted in ethnic consciousness and/or 
economic interdependence (e.g. Nazi Germany) ; (6) high interstratic 
mobility, a correlative of monocracy. The purest example of such a society 
is the Soviet Empire; and undoubtedly, totalitarian, bureaucratic despotism 
is most congenial to this type of military organization. All societies of the 
past which possessed it fall into this category: the Ch'in kingdom, China 
under the Han and T'ang dynasties, the Inca Empire, the Old Kingdom of 
Ancient Egypt, Japan in the Taikwa period, Siam in the Ayudhya period. 
And of these the two whose military organization was most purely neferic 
—the Ch'in and the Inca states— were also the most despotic and 
totalitarian. 


It may be objected that in modern times societies whose political 
constitutions were democratic and liberal possessed this type of military 
organization. Before I answer this objection, I must remind the reader how 
recent, imperfect and fragile is this institutional arrangement described as 
liberal democracy. The adjective ‘liberal’, I must add, designates the 
reluctance on the part of the state to infringe upon certain spheres in the life 
of its citizens, considered as their liberties. It must be remembered that, 
although in political polemics democracy and liberalism are confounded, 
they are by no means identical. A majority rule can be very tyrannical and 
show complete disregard for the freedoms of the subject. Such were the 
democracies of ancient Greece, to which the notion of inalienable freedoms 
was unknown. The extension of military service may have in some ways 
fostered democracy; it certainly produced some levelling of political rights; 
but there is not the slightest reason to believe that it was favourable to 
liberalism, the growth of which was due to other causes. But to revert to 
democracy as such, the astonishing thing is the novelty of this regime as far 
as large states are concerned. Among these the United States, in spite of 
their youth, have possessed a democratic constitution for the longest time. 
The British constitution did not become democratic even in principle until 
the eighties of the last century. France became a democracy only with the 
establishment of the Third Republic; the previous attempts were abortive. 


The Italian state was parliamentary from its inception because it owed its 
birth to popular revolts, which paved the road for the house of Savoy; but it 
was soaked in patronalism and graft, and succumbed to Mussolini after fifty 
years of existence. The Weimar constitution was notoriously short-lived. In 
Poland and some other eastern European countries parliamentary, 
democratic constitutions operated for only a few years: in Russia, never. 
Czechoslovakia was exceptional. There, the lack of a native nobility (which 
had been exterminated three centuries earlier by the Germans) made the 
Czech mentality peculiarly immune from the worship of the sword and the 
traditions of lordly haughtiness; and it attenuated class animosities within 
the Czech people as the landlord or the capitalist was mostly a national 
enemy too. Also, in contrast to other countries of eastern Europe, 
Czechoslovakia possessed an indigenous middle class, usually the main 
pillar of parliamentarianism. Moreover, being exceptionally prosperous it 
was not, like its neighbours, afflicted with hosts of desperados. This case 
shows that military factors do not determine everything. Nevertheless, it is 
significant that Czechoslovakia was very un-militaristic, and that other 
examples of working democracies, and the best working at that, are 
provided by countries which were de-militarized and neutral: Switzerland, 
Holland and the Scandinavian states. 


The democratic constitution of the United States was shaped, as I pointed 
out before, when their military organization was essentially tallenic. Britain 
was practically demilitarized, and it was precisely the unmilitary character 
of the ruling class which compelled it to compromise with the proletariat. 
Neferic military organization was adopted by these countries only half- 
heartedly during World War I, and it is only since World War II that it may 
have affected their political life. The French republic is the only state where 
neferic military organization coexisted with parliamentary democracy for a 
fairly long time. But even this case does not prove their congeniality. In 
spite of general prosperity, complete lack of population pressure, and ethnic 
homogeneity, all providing a propitious setting for an abiataxic political 
system, the gravest menace to the republic did not, until the rise of the 
Communist Party, stem from proletarian movements but from the army; the 
Bonapartist ideal of an egalitarian dictatorship exercised a great deal of 
attraction; and it seems that only lack of nerve prevented General Boulanger 
from establishing himself as a dictator. Even in this case, therefore, the 
neferic military organization tended to introject its features into the social 


structure, in spite of the fact that this was the most peaceful period in the 
history of Europe, and that demographic factors made the French nation 
unagegressive. 


The most important proof, however, that neferic military organization 
tends to cast a society into a totalitarian and autocratic mould, is the fact 
that all states which participated in the two World Wars moved in this 
direction irrespectively of their traditional ideals; and after the emergencies 
remained nearer to this type than they were before. Moreover, and this is the 
most startling proof of all, the Soviet Empire was the only state whose 
structure remained completely unaffected by the last war and the ‘cold war’ 
which followed. This shows beyond any doubt that its structure must fit 
perfectly the needs of modern warfare. 


DETERMINANTS OF TRANSFORMATIONS 


All human arrangements undergo constant change and, therefore, having 
propounded a classification of the forms of military organization, we must 
deal with the problem of transitions from one type to another. But before we 
examine various modes of transition, we must attempt to recapitulate the 
question of the factors which produce these transitions. Although all the 
preceding parts consisted of the discussion of these factors, we must try 
now to connect it with our general classification; and as this is based on 
three variables we must establish the factors which determine their values. 


M.P.R. is determined by the following factors: 


(1) The optimum M.P.R., which, it will be recalled, depends on various 
circumstances affecting the technique of war, the most important being the 
relation between the cost of the most efficient armament and productive 
capacity. 

(2) The tendency towards the full utilization of manpower, whose 
strength depends on the exigency of military effort, which in turn depends 
on the seriousness of the threat from outside and on the strength of 
internally generated bellicosity. 


(3) The tendency on the part of the ruling stratum to monopolize arms in 
order to fortify its position. If the optimum M.P.R. is high, this tendency 
stands in opposition to the preceding. Their interplay is connected with 


intra-hierarohic oscillations, the ruler favouring the extension of military 
service as a means of strengthening the army and of curtailing the privileges 
of the warrior nobility at the same time. Where there is no stratification, the 
tendency towards internal conquest operates. 


(4) The tendency to conquer, which, if successful, must lower M.P.R., 
because it means subjugation of hostile peoples; there are exceptions, 
however, where the conquered are incorporated and used militarily. But 
success in a career of conquest may require an approximation to the 
optimum M.P.R., which may be high, in the original political unit. 


The degree of subordination is determined by the following factors: 
(1) The intensity of warfare, which fosters it. 


(2) The size of the armed forces: the bigger they are the more 
indispensable is a high degree of subordination. 


(3) The availability of the means of control, such as the police and 
administrative technique, etc. 


(4) The tightness of the ruler's control over equipment and remuneration. 


(5) The facility of suppression, which in its territorial aspect depends on 
the attack-versus-defence relation. 


(6) The constellation of power centres, which may have a positive or 
negative influence on the degree of subordination. We shall say that the 
value of its influence increases when it passes from the negative to the 
positive. 


The degree of cohesion is determined mainly by the following factors: 


(1) The pressure from outside, which tends to heighten it (comp. Seeley's 
‘law’). 

(2) The imperativeness of co-operation, which depends on technico- 
tactical circumstances, which may make it a more or less absolute condition 
of victory. 


(3) The pheric size of the unit; other things being equal, the smaller it is 
the more cohesive it tends to be. 


(4) The degree of subordination, which implies cohesion (but not vice 
versa). This cannot be considered as an independent variable because it is 
determined by factors already indicated. It follows that all factors 
influencing subordination affect cohesion too. 


(5) The economic interdependence, cultural homogeneity and other non- 
military binding circumstances of the society. 


(6) The pressure from below on the bookay (the ruling warrior stratum), 
which may assure its inner solidarity. This applies, of course, only to 
bookayan societies. 


TYPES OF TRANSITION 


As there are six types of military organization, there must be thirty types 
of transition from one type to another. These, it must not be forgotten, are 
pure types of transition, in the same way as the static types are pure: none 
of them occurs in reality without an admixture of traits belonging to another 
type. It follows that the examples given present only the nearest 
approximations to the pure types which I could find. The vast majority of 
changes in military organization which have occurred, or are occurring, 
cannot be put into any of these categories because they contain traits of 
several of them at the same time. Nevertheless, this classification is useful 
as an analytic tool, because it enables us to order the bewildering diversity 
of the reality, and to describe any actual case in terms of the degrees of 
admixture of a limited number of elements. 


The following are the pure types of transition: 
I. Tallenic (Msc) to Ritterian (msc) 


I could find no example of this type, and there are reasons why it is 
unlikely that it ever materialized. The lowering of M.P.R. can occur (1) as a 
result of a conquest from outside or from inside (e.g. by a party); or (2) in 
consequence of the lowering of the optimum M.P.R. under circumstances 
compelling the adoption of the most effective military organization; or (3) 
because of the voluntary disarmament of the bulk of the population. Now, 
the possibilities (1) and (2) imply a condition of severe struggle, which 
would undoubtedly raise the degrees of subordination and cohesion, thus 
leading to the mortazic type. Possibility (3) could materialize only in a large 


pacified state, secure from external danger, whose existence is incompatible 
with either tallenic or ritterian military organization. 


IT. Tallenic (Msc) to Masaic (MsC) 


The variable involved here is the degree of cohesion, which 1s raised as a 
rule by the intensification of warfare, or by the advent of circumstances 
enhancing the imperativeness of co-ordination. 


E.g.: the Cossacks of the Dnieper were originally an agglomeration of 
bands of run-away serfs and criminals, roaming over the wild steppes. As 
pressure on them from the surrounding states grew, they organized 
themselves, and came to constitute a cohesive body. The intensification of 
warfare among the Amerindians of the Northern Plains, consequent upon 
the introduction of the horse, made their tribal organization tighter. 


III. Neferic (MSC) to Mortazic (mSC) 


This type of transition may occur in consequence of a conquest, after 
which the conquered are disarmed and the conquerors reserve for 
themselves the right and duty of military service; e.g. the Mongol conquest 
of China. But the lowering of M.P.R. may also be due to a change in the 
optimum M.P.R., which makes military utilization of the whole manhood 
unprofitable; this is what happened in Egypt and Israel after war-chariots 
came into use. 


IV. Masaic (MsC) to Homoic (msC) 


I could find no example of this type. The reasons why it is unlikely that it 
has occurred often are similar to those indicated under I. The resistance of 
the existing social structure to the lowering of M.P.R. can be overcome 
generally only under circumstances requiring a strenuous military effort, 
which would favour subordination; whilst a conquest, whether from outside 
or inside, would promote subordination too. 


V. Masaic (MsC) to Neferic (MSC) 


The increase in the degree of subordination can be due to many factors, 
but in a primitive society already engaged in intensive warfare it is, as a 
rule, the result of numerical growth. This growth could be a simple 
proliferation, but if all the land is occupied, that can seldom go very far. 
Conquest, therefore, is the usual way of growing. But conquest can lead to 


the establishment of neferic military organization only if the conquered are 
incorporated into the body politic of the conquerors. If they are turned into 
serfs or slaves they must be disarmed. The erection of the Zulu kingdom 
and of several kingdoms of Eurasian nomads, as well as that of the 
Almohad state in Morocco, represent this type of transformation. 


VI. Masaic (MsC) to Tallenic (Msc) 


The loss of cohesion of the military organization, which is the essence of 
this type of transformation, and which tends to produce political 
disintegration as well, is usually due to the abatement of warfare; e.g. the 
Berber republics in North Africa after the pacification of the country by the 
French, various Bantu tribes after their subjugation by the colonizing 
powers, the Chuckchees after their migration from the steppe into the 
tundra. 


VII. Mortazic (mSG) to Neferic (MSC) 


Here, the extension of military service may be due to the rise of the 
optimum M.P.R., combined with the pressure of warfare; e.g. European 
states between 1750 and 1950. This type of transition tends to promote the 
change over from a crust-autocracy to totalitarian autocracy, because the 
rise in M.P.R. tends to produce the extension of the sphere of governmental 
regulation. 


VIII. Mortazic (nSG) to Homoic (msC) 


This type of transition may be the consequence of changes in the 
economy, or in the constellation of power centres, or of the abatement of 
warfare, affecting adversely the strength of the ruler. It can take place fully 
only in small states, because only where small numbers are involved is low 
subordination compatible with high cohesion; e.g. the development of the 
Spartan de facto republic. In large states this type of transition can proceed 
only half way—to pretorianism (e.g. the development of the Mamluk state 
in Egypt); because any further lowering of subordination would produce the 
loss of cohesion and the resultant type would be ritterian. 


IX. Homoic (msC) to Masaic (MsC) 


Such transition may take place as a result of the rise in the optimum 
M.P.R.; e.g. the transformation of the Athenian military organization during 
the Persian Wars—the creation of a large navy in which even the poorest 


could serve—which prompted the establishment of the egalitarian sailors' 
republic. This example is, of course, imperfect because no account is taken 
of the slaves and the me tics. 


X. Tallenic (Msc) to Neferic (MSC) 


The only cases of direct transition of this type, which I could find, are 
those where some tribes were incorporated into a state possessing neferic 
military organization; e.g. the Inca and Zulu conquests. 


XI. Tallenic (Msc) to Homoic (msC) 


An example of the transition of this type is provided by the settlement of 
the Central-Asiatic tribes (ancestors of the Radjputs) in India. Their tightly 
organized clans established themselves in military colonies amidst loosely 
organized peasant populations, which they subjugated; the resultant 
societies strongly resembled Dorian cities. In this case the drop in M.P.R. 
was due to conquest, whilst the struggle and the necessary preparedness for 
combat assured cohesion. 


XII. Masaic (MsC) to Mortazic (mSC) 
XII. Tallenic (Msc) to Mortazic (mSC) 


These very common types of transition are the correlatives of the process 
of state-building through conquest, which naturally results in the lowering 
of M.P.R., while the rise in subordination is due both to the warfare 
preceding the conquest and to its aftermath, viz. the enlargement of the 
political unit and the need for readiness to suppress revolts; e.g. the 
establishment of various kingdoms in the Sudan and East Africa, and of 
Berber principalities in southern Morocco. These are the most recent among 
a multitude of similar cases. 


XIV. Mortazic (mSC) to Masaic (MsC) 
XV. Mortazic (mSC) to Tallenic (Msc) 


These types are correlatives of the process of disintegration of primary 
conquest kingdoms, which resolve themselves back into tribal units. This is 
what happened to a number of Sudanese kingdoms. Various peoples 
surrounding the nucleus of the Bornu sultanate in Sudan underwent such 
transformations, and the reverse, several times within the recorded history. 


The most grandiose examples are the downfalls of the Khmer Empire in 
what is now Indochina, and of the Almohad state in North Africa. 


XVI. Neferic (MSC) to Ritterian (msc) 


The purest example is the development of feudalism in Japan. There, 
under the circumstances of absence of external danger, cohesion and 
subordination declined. A stratum of warriors differentiated itself and 
subjugated the rest of the population; thus the M.P.R. was lowered. 


XVII. Ritterian (msc) to Neferic (MSC) 


This type is a correlative of the process of replacement of ‘feudalism’ by 
a centralized state based on universal conscription. This process may be a 
result of changes strengthening the position of the ruler and of the 
intensification of warfare, under the condition of high optimum M.P.R.; e.g. 
the reforms of Shang Yang in the Ch'in kingdom in the fourth century B.c., 
and of Mehmet Ali in Egypt in the early nineteenth century. 


XVIII. Neferic (MSC) to Masaic (MsC) 


This type of transition cannot occur in a large state because masaic 
military organization is incompatible with largeness. Neferic military 
organization, on the other hand, is not found in very small societies because 
such societies are never durably mono-cratic. This type, therefore, is the 
correlative of political disintegration; e.g. the break up of various nomad 
kingdoms in central Asia. 


XIX. Neferic (MSC) to Tallenic (Msc) 


What has been said about the preceding type applies to this one too, 
except that here, disintegration needs to proceed even further, as it did 
among those of the above-mentioned peoples which were driven from the 
steppe into the forest or the tundra, and abandoned the warrior-pastoralist's 
way of life. 


XX. Homoic (msC) to Tallenic (Msc) 


This type is very rare because factors which might raise the M.P.R. 
(intensive warfare and monocracy) would not permit the drop in cohesion. 
Moreover, a polity possessing homoic military organization, being 
necessarily small, is not likely to dissolve itself. Only the destruction of a 
polity, an invasion or a revolt of the serfs, can bring about this change, 


which means a reversion to primitive tribalism; I could find no well- 
authenticated example. 


XXI. Ritterian (msc) to Tallenic (Msc) 


Ritterian military organization is found only in fairly large states, while 
tallenic only in small ones; such transition, therefore, could take place only 
as an accompaniment of political disintegration. But, as such a process is 
usually coupled with severe struggles, it could hardly produce a form of 
military organization marked by low cohesion; a more probable outcome 
would be the establishment of the masaic type. This would give us the 
following type of transition. 


XXII. Ritterian (msc) to Masaic (MsC) 


Even this type is very rare because the usual end of large states is to be 
conquered by other large states: spontaneous disintegration is relatively 
infrequent, and as a rule limited to primary conquest states. Ritterian 
military organization, moreover, is rare in a form approaching purity 
because it thrives only under circumstances of unintensive warfare, and 
only seldom can a large state find itself in such a position. 


XXII. Ritterian (msc) to Mortazic (nSG) 


This type occurs when obedient professional troops replace a feudal levy 
or a nobles' militia; it is promoted by all factors which foster centralization; 
e.g. the displacement of feudalism by professional armies and absolute 
monarchies in western Europe. 


XXIV. Mortazic (mSC) to Ritterian (msc) 


This type is a correlative of the process of ‘feudalization’ of conquest 
states. Once the warriors are dispersed over a wide area, and particularly 
after ethnic amalgamation with the conquered, they lose their esprit de 
corps and, having gained the allegiance of their subjects, tend to emancipate 
themselves from the ruler's control. A classic example of such a process is 
the feudalization of the Garolingian successor states. 


XXV. Masaic (MsC) to Ritterian (msc) 


Such a transition is unlikely to occur for the reasons indicated under I. 
No case observed. The usual intermediary stage is the mortazic type. The 


nearest approach was the feudalization of northern Germany by 
Charlemagne. 


XXVI. Homoic (msC) to Mortazic (mSC) 


This type of transition is a correlative of a transformation of an oligarchy 
into a monocracy, which may even be due to non-military factors: e.g. the 
rise of tyrants in various Greek cities, or the transformation of the nobiliary 
republics which existed in northern India into kingdoms during the 
Mauryan era. 


XXVII. Ritterian (msc) to Homoic (msC) 


No case observed; if there were any, they were probably accompanied by 
political disintegration, as no increase in cohesion of a large body is likely 
to take place without a corresponding rise in subordination. 


XXVIII. Homoic (msC) to Neferic (MSC) 


This may be a consequence of the tendency, already discussed, towards 
an alliance between an autocrat, or an aspiring autocrat, and the populace, 
whom he helps against the oligarchs but wants to use militarily; e.g. the 
reforms of Cleomenes in Sparta in the third century B.c. 


XXIX. Neferic (MSC) to Homoic (msC) 


This transition, the reverse of the preceding, may result from a successful 
curbing of the authority of the ruler by the oligarchs, who monopolize arms; 
e.g. the events in Sparta after the downfall of Cleomenes. 


XXX. Homoic (msC) to Ritterian (msc) 


The purest example I could find is the decentralization of the Mamluk 
State. 


Not all of the types of transition discussed above are of equal importance 
and frequency. They are not, moreover, equally reversible. As noted 
previously, the tallenic, masaic and homoic types of military organization 
are compatible only with small political units, except under quite 
extraordinary circumstances. In view of the general trend in the evolution of 
societies towards largeness and complexity, it is natural that the cases of 
transition from any of the types just mentioned to the other three, which are 
compatible with largeness, are more frequent than the reverse processes. In 


order to simplify the following sentences, let us call the types of military 
organization which are compatible with largeness—the types of higher 
order, and those which are not—the types of lower order. Now, states 
possessing military organization of a higher order type are just as liable to 
be destroyed as those whose military organization is of a lower order type; 
but they are usually swallowed by their peers. A wholesale disintegration 
and reversion to simpler forms is very rare and, almost without exception, 
only temporary. 


The following types of transition materialize most frequently: tallenic to 
mortazic, and masaic to mortazic, which are correlatives of the process of 
primary state building through conquest; the reverse process of 
disintegration of such states is fairly, but not equally, frequent. Transitions 
from mortazic to neferic types, and vice versa, are also very frequent, and 
mostly due to technico-tactical factors; they may well occur in the future. 
The movements between mortazic, or mortazico-neferic, and ritterio- 
homoic forms are typical correlatives of oscillations between monocratic 
centralization and ‘feudalism’, which are a perennial feature in the life of all 
large agrarian states. 


XI 


Revolutions 


the problem of revolutions. Such an analysis will be given in a work 
on Revolutions, their Types, Causes and Effects, which is in 
preparation. Here I shall limit myself to a few preliminary remarks. 


T HE present chapter is not intended to be a comprehensive analysis of 


Before enquiring into the connections between forms of military 
organizations and revolutions, it is necessary to place the problem of 
revolutions in its proper setting. As usual, we must begin with a definition. 
By ‘revolution’ I mean a violent and illegitimate overthrow of authority. By 
using the word ‘illegitimate’ I do not wish to convey any deprecation of 
such a process on my part, but I merely wish to distinguish it from a violent 
overthrow of an existing authority which is sanctioned by law or custom. In 
olden times when the king of Kitara fell ill, and did not commit suicide, it 
was incumbent upon his sons to kill him, lest a calamity befalls the 
kingdom. Such an overthrow of authority would not be covered by the term 
as defined above. Naturally, the limits of the applicability of this, as of any 
other sociological term, cannot be demarcated clearly. At which point does 
an authority become established? Where should we draw a line between 
war and revolution? In Tonga, for instance, a tribe which had beaten all 
other tribes used to attain a customarily entrenched supremacy—not, let it 
be noted, a mere de facto domination—which it maintained until the verdict 
by battle went against it. Should such a supremacy be called a hegemony or 
an authority; and were the fights which brought about shifts of supremacy, 
and which were declared and fought according to definite rules, wars or 
revolutions? Similar questions could be asked in connection with events 
such as the overthrow of the Assyrian Empire by its vassals, or many 
episodes in the struggles between Guelfs and Ghibellines. So, here again,we 
must direct our attention to the clear-cut cases in the first place. 


The question why a revolution took place must be split into two: first, 
why did the rebellion occur, and secondly, why did it succeed? It must not 
be assumed that there is a simple relation between the incidence of 
rebellions and their success. There have been several states, such as 
Togukawa Japan or the Liao Empire in Northern China, where rebellions 
were almost seasonal events, but all were suppressed. On the other hand, in 
France, three out of four serious rebellions which broke out during the 
hundred and fifty years preceding the first World War turned into 
revolutions. 


The incidence of rebellions depends to a large extent on biataxy, but it is 
also influenced by expectations, which may stand in no relation to objective 
chances of success. For this reason ideologies instilling the hope of a 
victorious rebellion or the opposite, are very important. The ideological 
factors largely determine whether a revolution is followed by a 
transformation of social structure, or whether its only result is a reshuffle of 
the personnel. At this point I must remark that it is woefully confusing to 
use the word ‘revolution’ to designate any radical transformation. 


The incidence of rebellions largely depends on biataxy, but their success 
in a biataxic society depends mainly on the balance of strength between the 
supporters and the enemies of the existing order. In order to single out 
factors which determine this balance we should find answers to a number of 
questions, among which are the following: On what does the cohesion and 
vigour of the ruling group depend? On what does the existence of concord 
depend? What are the circumstances under which a subversive movement 
can be organized? These and other equally interesting questions cannot be 
answered in this work, with the result that the exposition which follows is 
rather unsatisfactory. 


The form of military organization determines to a very large extent the 
distribution of power, which in turn circumscribes the ability to revolt 
successfully. Now, as a revolution can only take place in a stratified society, 
we can leave out of consideration societies whose military organization is 
tallenic or masaic, because these types of military organization are found 
only where stratification is rudimentary. Speaking approximately, without 
the pretence of exact quantification, we can say that mass rebellions— that 
is to say, rebellions carried out by considerable portions of unprivileged 
strata—are as frequent in societies where M.P.R. is low as where it is high; 


they appear to have been as frequent in medieval Europe or Japan as in the 
Chinese Empire. Their outcome, however, is influenced by M.P.R. As I 
pointed out in an earlier chapter, several peasant rebellions succeeded in 
China whereas they all failed in medieval Europe and Japan. I have also 
shown that the revolutions in modern Russia, Germany and Austria took 
place largely in consequence of the introduction of universal conscription; 
otherwise as in the past, a defeat in war would not have led to the collapse 
of the established stratification. 


In conditions of low M.P.R. the outcome of an uprising of the lower 
strata depends on whether the armed forces and the ruling stratum coincide 
or not. If they do not, then, such an uprising can succeed because, as can be 
seen from the example of the French Revolution, the troops drawn from the 
lower strata are likely to join the rebels. Where the armed forces constitute 
the ruling stratum—that is to say, in a bookayan society—a revolt of the 
lower strata cannot succeed unless the bookay is either very weak 
numerically or torn by dissension or quite ineffectual. When the Mongols 
were expelled from China by a mass revolt they were characterized by all of 
these attributes. 


The provenance of the rebel leaders who become a new ruling group is a 
very important feature, distinguishing various kinds of revolutions. A revolt 
within the upper stratum through which one clique supplants another is 
quite a different thing from a revolt which leads to the replacement of a 
ruling stratum by another, drawn from among the lower strata. The latter is 
necessarily a much more profound upheaval than the former. It must not be 
imagined, however, that a supplanting of a ruling stratum must inevitably 
produce a thorough transformation of social structure— several Chinese 
revolutions are proof that it need not be so. Now, the chances of the success 
of a rebellion depend on whether the rebels possess arms and the 
knowledge of how to use them. It follows that the higher the M.P.R. the 
larger is the circle from which the rebels are likely to come. This is why 
revolutions occurring in bookayan societies are as a rule of the nature of 
palace revolutions, through which one section of the bookay supplants 
another at the top of the social pyramid. Japan was the land par excellence 
of revolutions of this type. On the other hand, China, whose military 
organization approached most of the time the neferic type, was the state 


which experienced the greatest number of revolutionary supplantations of 
whole ruling strata by others drawn from among the lowly. 


It may be objected that there are many examples of revolutions which 
occurred in states possessing mortazic military organization, through which 
men of very lowly origins attained supreme dignities. A large number of 
such examples can be found in the history of the Late Roman Empire, the 
Byzantine Empire and the Islamic Orient. The Delhi sultanate even had a 
Slave Dynasty. Several Mamluk sultans started their careers as slaves. All 
this is undoubtedly true but it must be remembered that these people did not 
revolt when they still belonged to the unprivileged strata; nor was their 
following drawn therefrom. They were drafted into the armed forces, and 
raised to positions of authority by the favour of the ruler, and only then did 
they rebel with the aid of their professional soldiers. Pretorianist revolution 
is the type which as a rule occurs under mortazic military organization. 


Rebellions which occur in states whose military organization is ritterian 
are mostly such that it is difficult to decide whether they should be called 
revolutions or not. In feudal and seignorial, semi-feudal societies, which are 
the ones that possess this type of military organization; most rebellions 
were attempts to gain territorial independence—not to usurp the supreme 
authority—owing principally to the low cohesion of these societies and 
their military organization. For such uprisings we might reserve the term 
‘insurrection’. The dividing line between an insurrection and a revolution is, 
of course, blurred. Furthermore, certain kinds of rebellion may become 
legalized, and, therefore, cease to be rebellions.Thus, for instance, in the 
Polish kingdom it became a custom towards the end of the Jagellon dynasty 
that nobles, before embarking upon a campaign, would bargain with the 
king and try to extort various privileges. 


Generally speaking, a fairly biataxic society is stable only if there is a 
congruence of the distribution of real military power with the distribution of 
wealth and political rights. It follows that any change in the distribution of 
military power is likely to lead to a revolution provided that: 


(1) A society is biataxic. 


(2) The distribution of political rights and wealth has a certain inertia of 
its own, and does not adjust itself automatically. 


XII 


Concluding Remarks 


E are approaching the end of this investigation. This does not 
W mean that the questions are exhausted. Scientific investigation is 

like a pursuit of the horizon: every step opens new perspectives, a 
solution of any problem always raises a host of new questions. I have traced 
here relations between groups of circumstances, construed into variables. 
The selection of them has been guided solely by the aims of the present 
investigation, and is by no means intended to impart to these variables any 
sort of universal preponderance. Such monism would be as nonsensical as 
economic or any other monism. We must never forget that all our factors 
are mental constructs, and in particular, that terms like economic, political, 
religious, technical, military, etc., are only labels. In view of the uncertainty 
of boundaries, and of overlappings, between their fields of applicability, it 
is altogether absurd to make any of them into a prime mover of all social 
change. 


The relation between the cost of armament and productive capacity, to 
take one instance, is one of the determinants of military organization. In 
turn it is determined by other factors, such as, for instance, technical 
progress. And naturally one is led to ask: on what does that depend, and 
how is it connected with military circumstances? I was particularly tempted 
to give some answers to this point, because the present book grew from a 
chapter of a work on the social conditions of technical progress which I 
have been preparing for a number of years; but in view of the complexity of 
the problem I must confine myself to the following brief remarks. 


The elimination of technically backward societies was one of the 
principal mechanisms through which technical progress was accomplished. 
Also, the growth in size which was essential to this progress was 
accomplished through war and conquest. These, furthermore, were 
instrumental in bringing into existence the leisure class, without which 


science could not have arisen. Political rivalry and warfare, moreover, are 
the circumstances which most often prompt rulers to promote technical 
progress. But on the other hand, though success in war undoubtedly 
depends on technical skill, in the past this skill was mostly traditional, often 
enveloped in magic, and acquired without assimilating the mentality which 
produced it, whilst discipline, esprit de corps and savage bravery were more 
immediately effective in assuring military ascendancy. And the habit of 
unquestioning obedience is in many ways incompatible with the critical, 
reasoning attitude, essential to inventiveness. During the era of the 
ascendancy of the nomads, which began with the invention of the stirrup 
and ended with the invention of fire-arms, the military advantage lay with a 
simpler type of society, which entered a technical blind alley. Furthermore, 
subjugation produces ‘parastic appropriation of surplus’ (for the definition 
see the glossary), which is one of the most powerful among factors 
inhibiting technical progress. 


These remarks are just a sample of the ramifications of the present 
enquiry which could be tracked. Another task would be the retesting of the 
generalizations propounded, and, above all, the quantification of variables. 
In principle such quantification is possible because nearly all concepts 
describing structural varieties are polar; so that if some method of 
measuring these variables were devised, the whole theory would be 
amenable to mathematical treatment. But even without that, further research 
will lead to its elaboration and modification; particularly as the data 
concerning non-western societies are not highly reliable, because of the 
backwardness of historiography. And I hope that some of the theories 
expounded will be subsumed under wider generaliza- tions yet to be 
discovered. 


The present work resembles a report of a reconnaissance flight which has 
only succeeded in locating the most important points: the work of 
topographers is still to be done. Such reconnaissance is absolutely 
indispensable because in the universe of social phenomena, so fluid and full 
of diversity, and influenced by so many factors, no investigation of relations 
between variables, however careful and exact, can be fruitful, unless all the 
most important factors are taken into account. The statements contained in 
the preceding pages are derived from a careful study of data. Many of my 
initial hypotheses have been abandoned or modified, when contradicted by 


‘brute facts’. Still, many of the generalizations expounded must be 
described as bold. But it would be a mistake to be too diffident in 
presenting them, because there can never be too many hypotheses. And if 
sociology has suffered from excessive theorizing, it was because this 
theorizing was vague and normative, advancing unverifiable propositions. 
Every science progressed by careful research guided by bold hypotheses: 
never by a thoughtless, even though painstaking, heaping up of disjointed 
bits of information. 


DIAGRAMMATIC SUMMARY 


Most books very wisely end with a conclusion or a summary; it is 
certainly advisable to give the reader finally an overall picture. But the 
present book is so compressed that summary of conclusions would be 
disproportionately long. Moreover, to sum up the manifold interrelations of 
variables, one would have to approach the same variable many times from 
different angles. I decided, therefore, to present a summary in the form of a 
diagram, which is the only possible way of describing briefly manifold 
interrelations. The additional advantage is that only a diagram enables one 
to see simultaneously all variables as parts of one complex constellation. 
Naturally, such presentation must be even more schematic than the main 
argument, because many qualifications and elaborations are necessarily 
omitted. 


The meaning of the signs is as follows: 


A——>B A fosters B, i.e. variations in A tend to produce 
variations in B in the same direction (i.e. increase or 
decrease); the reverse is not implied. 

A----->B A inhibits B, i.e. variations in A tend to produce 
variations in B in the opposite direction; the reverse 
is not implied. 

A--->B_ A influences B in a complex way; the reverse is not 
implied. 


B—-~C A strengthens the efficacy of B in affecting C. 


3 >> >> 
A<->B A and B are structural correlatives. 


The diagram is appended at the end of the book. 


XII 


A Guess about the Future 


unprofitable occupation. And I cannot resist the temptation to 

advance a guess about the future in the light of the generalizations 
expounded above. It would be imprudent, however, to predict categorically 
what will happen; only possibilities can be discussed. 


Gi into the inscrutable future is a fascinating though generally 


I must point out in this context that the inability to give definite forecasts 
on all occasions is not merely the result of the backwardness of the social 
sciences. Even if we were able to estimate very accurately the strength and 
direction of social forces, the margin of uncertainty would remain, because 
in many situations the forces tending to push the social structure in opposite 
directions are so evenly matched that the outcome may be decided by an 
insignificant unique event. 


As far as the future of humanity is concerned, we can discern several 
possibilities: (1) A balance of power system may continue to operate, 
producing periodical wars. (2) Wars may lead to a complete collapse of 
civilization, perhaps to the extinction of civilization, or even the 
disintegration of the globe. (3) A hegemony of one state, which has 
succeeded in knocking out all other contestants, may be established. (4) 
Some kind of world federation may come into existence, assuring universal 
peace. Let us deal with them consecutively. 


It does not seem that any technical or tactical developments are likely to 
occur which would loosen the cohesiveness of the armed forces. Nothing is 
likely to bring back an individual manner of fighting, like that of the 
Homeric heroes or the medieval knights. On the contrary, technical progress 
steadily increases the premium on organization. The armies of the future are 
not likely to become less cohesive bodies than they are today. Nor are they 
likely to become less disciplined, except perhaps at the very top, where, 


because of the unmanageable technicality of military direction, a committee 
may replace an individual leader. Otherwise, all improvements in the 
techniques of organization, communication, detection, etc., will probably 
strengthen discipline. Only the future state of M.P.R. is open to doubt. This 
means, in terms of the nomenclature proposed previously, that the military 
organization of the warring states of the future could be either mortazic or 
neferic. It is possible in principle that push-button warfare will make large 
armies useless. Nevertheless, military organization would probably remain 
basically neferic, because the requirements of such warfare can be met only 
by mobilizing the whole labour force and turning the country into one great 
arsenal. The population would thus be militarized even though the majority 
would not participate directly in fighting. This would be merely an 
extension of the present trend: even in contemporary armies only a minority 
of soldiers are directly engaged in killing. It is almost certain that the whole 
social fabric of these states would be stamped with the pattern of neferic 
military organization. This would mean that they would all approximate to 
the type of totalitarian monocracy, of which Soviet Russia is the most 
perfect example. 


These states would not, of course, be exactly similar. But all of them 
would undoubtedly be characterized by all-pervading governmental control, 
the concentration of authority in the hands of a supreme ruler or a supreme 
committee, considerable, but in comparison with many other types of 
societies relatively slight, social inequalities, and great interstratic mobility. 
There would be no room in such societies for parliamentary democracy as it 
has been known in the Occident; nor for the unassailable spheres of 
freedom of the individual. Even in countries where liberal traditions are 
deeply rooted, the pressure of circumstances would no doubt prove 
overwhelming. The world would be covered by garrison-states, constantly 
preparing for the next bout of wholesale slaughter. 


It is evident that the features which constitute the peculiarity of the 
Occidental civilization could not survive in such an environment. The most 
prominent of these features is the stress on the freedom of the individual; in 
other words, liberalism. Liberalism was at the same time the cause and the 
effect of the ascendancy of the Occident. The cause: because freedom of 
thought and of enterprise was the chief root of the unprecedented surge of 
its science and technology. The effect: because its industrial superiority 


gave it prosperity and security, thus making the ground propitious for the 
realization of liberal ideals. The inner struggles did not need to be violent 
(even the French revolution was a comparatively meek affair), nor did the 
states need to muster all their resources for a life-and-death struggle. The 
era during which the Occidental civilization decisively differentiated itself 
from others, and outstripped them in the field of technology, that is to say, 
between the Thirty Years' War and World War I, was a period of unusually 
mild warfare, except for the Napoleonic interlude. 


The radiations of liberalism into non-Occidental regions was due 
principally to the military and technical ascendancy of the Occident. 
Coveting Occidental technical skill, the rulers of Russia, Japan and many 
other countries thought that they could foster industrialization only by 
imitating Occidental socio-political institutions. Liberalism attracted them 
only as a way to military power. The success of the Bolsheviks in building a 
great industry, able to equip a powerful army, was a turning-point: it 
showed that totalitarian planning was a much quicker and surer road to 
military might than economic liberalism. 


Birth control and technical progress might enable the countries of 
Occidental civilization to maintain their standards of living in spite of the 
loss of their privileged position. But if they have to live in constant 
preparedness against assaults by enemies over whom they enjoy no 
technical superiority, they are bound to become thoroughly militarized. 


It has been said that liberal regimes are in a stronger position than their 
totalitarian rivals because, in virtue of the freedom of thought which their 
citizens enjoy, they will always have a technical superiority. But this 
argument is far from convincing. Freedom of thought was a condition of the 
rise of science, when the latter's utility was not evident. But now, when 
even the most obscurantist government appreciates the utility of natural 
sciences, scientific research may be fostered even in the most despotic state. 
There is no reason why research in physics or chemistry should require the 
freedom to doubt the basic tenets of social creeds; particularly in view of 
the ability of the human mind to keep bits of knowledge in watertight 
compartments. A critical and inventive attitude in one's speciality may be 
accompanied by unbounded credulity in other fields. It is most unlikely, 
therefore, that this factor could prevent the ‘sovietization’ of all states under 
the circumstances of continuous preparedness for war. 


This ‘sovietization’ is all the more probable because many other non- 
military factors are working in the same direction: above all, economic 
factors. The growth of economic units and their bureaucratization, 
combined with the expansion of governmental control, undoubtedly 
undermine the ramparts of the freedom of the individual. I have already 
pointed out previously why this process is to a certain extent unavoidable. 
Nevertheless, though the days of untrammelled capitalism are certainly 
gone, some sort of corporative society might arise, in which the power of 
the central bureaucracy might be counter-balanced by that of the political 
parties, trade unions, manufacturers' and merchants’ associations, churches 
and other bodies. But under conditions of frequent warfare the necessity of 
unified direction would undoubtedly tilt the balance in favour of the central 
bureaucracy. Moreover, the suppression of subversive associations, some 
measure of control over the dissemination of ideas, and active propaganda, 
are indispensable to the successful prosecution of war, even of the ‘cold 
war’; and all of them pave the road for ‘sovietization’. So, in the conditions 
of modern warfare, all states engaged in it frequently or living in constant 
preparedness for it must sooner of later become ‘sovietized’; even if they 
proclaim that they are fighting to preserve the freedom of the individual. 


This does not mean that the features of the Soviet state which strike 
Occidentals as peculiarly barbaric and crude would necessarily be taken 
over. To some extent these features are the inevitable result of extremely 
totalitarian, monocratic political structure; but largely they are due to the 
peculiar circumstances under which the regime came into being. In Russia 
only the upper classes were educated; the masses lived on the level of pre- 
literate civilization. And once this veneer of upper-class sophistication was 
removed, the mentality of a primitive people was bound to assert itself. 
Moreover, one of the reasons why the Hitlerian and Stalinist regimes appear 
to us so barbaric is that they were built by men who, before they attained 
power, were regarded as the scum of society. The fascist regime in Italy, in 
the running of which the pre-existing ruling classes had a much greater 
share, appears to us infinitely more urbane. This is not, of course, the whole 
explanation of the peculiarities of these regimes: some of them were 
undoubtedly due to the fact that these regimes were set up by sectarians. It 
seems certain that purely military dictatorships would not be so anxious to 
enthral every nook and cranny of the human mind. 


The situation just outlined could hardly persist indefinitely. Constant 
improvements in the efficacy of weapons and the continuous shrinking of 
the world in terms of transport and communication would sooner or later 
bring about either the destruction of civilization (or even of the globe), or 
the conquest of the whole world by one state. There is no need to 
contemplate the first alternative. In its milder form 1t would mean a return 
to savagery, and it is impossible to foresee along what lines humanity would 
evolve if it had to begin from scratch once again. If life were extinguished, 
there would, of course, be no problem. It is more profitable, therefore, to 
discuss the latter possibility, even though the former is eminently probable; 
perhaps the most probable. 


The technico-military circumstances make world hegemony fully 
possible. The improvements in transport and communication and the 
increasing preponderance of organized armed forces over the unarmed 
population (the facility of suppression, as we called it) render the task of 
keeping down the population of the world fairly easy. The same factors, 
combined with the rising preponderance of attack over defence, increase the 
probability of wars ending with complete subjugation of the defeated 
parties. 


The establishment of a world hegemony would mean the disarmament of 
all nations except one, which would become the ruling stratum of the new 
state. It is by no means certain that thereby social inequalities would be 
accentuated everywhere. A foreign conquest of, let us say, Egypt could 
hardly do so, because the stratification there is already extremely steep; so 
that all that could happen would be the replacement of the top personnel. A 
great deal would naturally depend on the ideology and structure of the 
conquering state. The Soviet conquest of eastern Europe produced some 
social levelling, and it is quite possible that a similar sequence of events 
might occur in the future. It should not be assumed that national 
independence necessarily leads to great social equality. Very often freedom 
from foreign rule means freedom for the indigenous ruling strata to oppress 
the masses. In Syria, to take one of the many examples which could be 
given, the interests of the peasants seem to have been much better protected 
under the French rule than they are today. Nevertheless, the establishment 
of a world hegemony would preclude any general levelling of social 
inequalities and strengthen the oligarchic tendencies. The foreign rulers, 


propped by their troops, would be much less dependent on the goodwill of 
the masses than are the indigenous governments, which have to enlist their 
co-operation in the task of defence. And as there would be no threat from 
outside, there would be no motive for extending military participation. One 
of the most powerful levelling factors operating in the contemporary world 
would thus be removed. 


It may be imagined that the dominant nation might just establish its 
troops at strategic points, disarm other nations and leave them to rule 
themselves; and that they might pursue democratic and egalitarian policies. 
But such a situation is unlikely to arise because such domination in splendid 
isolation would be insecure. If left to themselves, other nations might do 
things which might endanger the hegemony. They might outstrip the 
dominating nation in industries of potential military value; they might instil 
into their youth the spirit of revolt and revenge; or they might even 
manufacture weapons secretly. A successful subjugation requires an 
efficient network of spies and other agents, which cannot be built without 
the collaboration of some of the natives. And in the conditions of a complex 
civilization it would not be enough to have a few hired spies. A successful 
domination needs a party of collaborators. Recent events prove this 
abundantly. The Nazis found it much less troublesome to maintain their rule 
in countries where they had such a party. And where, as in Poland, they 
outraged the people by their brutality and insolence so much that they could 
find only very few indigenous allies, they had the greatest difficulty in 
combating the underground organizations. The superiority of the Soviet 
method lies in its determination, unhampered by a racialist ideology, to find 
indigenous collaborators. The example of Poland is a striking illustration of 
this superiority: the Communists succeeded in stamping out all organized 
resistance—the thing which the Nazis could not accomplish, in spite of 
much greater expenditure of energy and more indiscriminate use of terror. 


But ... why could not the victorious nation base its rule in the dominated 
countries on the support of democratic and egalitarian parties? The answer 
is that such support would be extremely unreliable. It is very profitable to 
seek the support of discontented masses in the countries one attempts to 
subjugate. Indeed, many spectacular conquests were due precisely to such 
support: the Ottoman conquest of the Balkans and the Greek islands 
belonging to Venice, MithridatesS conquest of Roman Asia, are the prime 


examples; also to a lesser extent the Arab conquest of the Byzantine lands 
and the Manchu conquest of China. The men of the Kremlin have not 
invented this trick, though they brought its technique to unprecedented 
perfection, and practice it with unheard of assiduity. But there is no single 
example of a domination being assured by the support of the majority. All 
the enduring empires sought and won the loyalty of a minority among the 
conquered, upon whom they bestowed privileges; perhaps the most 
successful in this respect was the policy of the Romans. There are very 
good reasons for this. 


In the first place, it is very difficult to give something to everybody, or 
even to the majority; much more difficult than to bestow bounties upon the 
few. Even if all the rich are despoiled, the share of the poor in the booty 
must be small because they are everywhere much more numerous. In 
societies where the biological powers of procreation are utilized to the full, 
it is even impossible to feed everybody. In any case, it is most unlikely that 
the majority would become so enamoured of the foreign rulers as to 
constitute the prop of their rule because contentment, once bodily needs aire 
satisfied, is primarily a matter of relative position. We quickly get 
accustomed to better things and take them for granted, and we estimate our 
well-being according to whether we are better or worse off than others. The 
desire to defend the existing order results from vested interests, that is to 
say, from the consciousness of having privileges to defend. The masses may 
defend their country ferociously, particularly if threatened with degradation 
by the conquerors. But they can hardly be expected to support a foreign rule 
when there is no immediate danger of another conqueror bringing even 
harsher domination. And if they were able to elect their government, they 
would surely vote for a party which was against this rule, and which blamed 
the foreigners for all their ills, be it even without the slightest justification. 
In any case, parliamentary democracy implies a periodic reshuffle of rulers 
because of the impossibility of satisfying the majority for ever. And that 
would mean that the foreign rulers could not choose the executors of their 
orders: a state of affairs which would unavoidably weaken their rule. 


The party of collaborators, then, must be a small minority party, 
composed of men who are conscious that they owe their positions to the 
dominating power, and, preferably, of men drawn from the very bottom of 
the social ladder, and grateful for being freed from grinding poverty or even 


jail. The policy of the Kremlin, though it seeks popular support outside the 
orbit of its dominance, follows precisely this line. Foreign rulers may 
sometimes find support among the pre-existing privileged strata too, if these 
feel themselves threatened by social revolution. Such was the case of the 
Romans in Asia and, to take a less marked but more modern example, of the 
Nazis in France. But whichever variant is realized, the generalization of 
universal validity is that it is very profitable to seek the support of the 
masses in the countries one seeks to dominate, but once this domination is 
established, it must be based on the support of a minority; except when a 
newly established democratic regime is threatened with immediate 
overthrow from outside, as it was in some Greek cities during the 
Peloponnesian War. The ‘democratization’ of Japan under the American rule 
can hardly be cited as an example disproving this generalization; first, 
because it is more apparent than real; and secondly, because the American 
domination is not intended to be permanent! The conclusion, therefore, 
inevitably emerges that the erection of a world hegemony would spell the 
reversion of the trends towards democracy and social equality, which have 
been at work in many countries during the last century ... at least in the 
dominated countries. 


But what about the extent of governmental regulation? How would that 
be affected? I have shown previously that totalitarianism is to a very large 
extent the consequence of polemity under circumstances calling for high 
M.P.R.; under conditions, that is to say, where the might of the state can be 
enhanced by the harnessing of the whole population. This factor would 
naturally cease to operate because there would be nobody to prepare war 
against. Nevertheless, it would be rash to predict on this basis that the world 
state would approach the laissez-faire type. We know that totalitarianism 
can arise on other than military grounds. A most notable example of such 
development was the Old Kingdom of Ancient Egypt. There, in spite of 
almost complete absence of external danger, the whole population was 
regimented and harnessed to the task of glorifying the Pharaos by erecting 
the Pyramids. It is equally possible that some absolute ruler of the future 
world state might conceive the desire to secure for himself immortal glory 
by covering the earth with even more gigantic monuments. Also, the mere 
desire among the officials to supervise and to boss might produce the 
extension of government control, a considerable amount of which would in 


any case be necessary because of the complexity of the economy. On the 
other hand, the natural indolence of most men, the universal inclination of 
people in ‘soft’ jobs to take things easy, would tend to limit the activities of 
officials to the unavoidable minimum. Thus might arise a_ society 
resembling the Korean Kingdom before it was ‘opened up’ by the 
Europeans and the Japanese, where even the guards at the palace of the 
nominally despotic king were allowed to doze off while on duty. 


Much would depend, naturally, on who carried out the ‘unifying’ of the 
world. If it were done by a state wedded to a totalitarian ideology, the world 
state would be more likely to be totalitarian than in the opposite case. But 
even if a world hegemony were to be established by the Soviets, the 
outcome in the long run would not necessarily be a totalitarian world state. 
We cannot assume that what happened in newly conquered eastern Europe 
would happen everywhere, because, first, the difficulty of supervision 
grows with the bulk of dominated lands; and secondly, one of the aims of 
the sovietization of eastern Europe is to weld it together with the old Soviet 
lands into one dependable instrument of further conquests, whereas if the 
whole globe were subjugated, this motive would disappear. Moreover, there 
is no reason to suppose that the Soviet elite are immune from the disease to 
which all elites succumb—indolence produced by sinecures and an easy 
life. It must be remembered that the present élite of Russia consists of 
arriveés, of men dizzy with newly acquired power and delighting in its 
exercise—men who still remember the abject circumstances of their early 
lives; some of them may even be able to recall the feel of a bailiffs whip. 
But it remains to be seen what their grandsons will be like; for they will 
tend to take their power, riches and honours for granted, and will perhaps 
have acquired the art, the lack of which drives their grandfathers to work 
furiously, of leading idle but pleasant and interesting lives. 


Concluding, we may say that, though totalitarianism would inevitably 
prevail in warring states, in a world state it is possible but not inevitable. 


I have dealt so far mainly with the conquered lands. But what about the 
inner structure of the hegemonic state? What happened to it would naturally 
depend on what it was at the outset. Let us suppose that a state like the 
U.S.A., where liberalism and democracy are deeply rooted in the tradition, 
establishes a world hegemony. Would it be likely to continue to adhere to 
these traditions? It does not seem so. 


Without denying the power of persistence of traditions, we must admit 
that they cannot resist indefinitely the pressure of the actual distribution of 
power. Even in the case of the Romans, one of the most conservative and 
traditionalist of peoples, foreign conquests destroyed the internal 
constitution. During the apogee of the republic military leaders were under 
the strict control of the Senate. But when they became almost independent 
rulers of extensive provinces, commanding, not now a citizen militia, 
temporarily enlisted and devoted to Rome's ancient traditions, but 
professional soldiers, personally loyal to their generals, they were able to 
impose their will upon the Senate. 


The same would, no doubt, happen if the U.S.A. conquered the world. Its 
generals would be ruling despotically many countries, with the aid of 
professional soldiers, as these are fittest for police duties. And we can by no 
means be sure that the civil government would be able to control them 


better than it controls MacArthur today.! On the contrary, it seems that it 
would be even less able to control them because there would be more of 
them and they would need to have larger armies. The number of troops 
stationed in Japan is certainly no indication as to the size of the garrisons 
which would be necessary. The American occupation of Japan is made easy 
by its avowedly temporary nature and the hope of the Japanese that if they 
are obsequious to the Americans, they will get rid of them sooner; and also 
by the considerable economic help which Japan receives from its masters, 
which could not be given to the whole world. The permanent subjugation of 
the whole world would require, not only absolutely but even 
proportionately, far larger forces. Even if it did not—even if the whole 
world could be dominated by controlling a few sites for launching atomic 
rockets—the situation would be even less propitious for the survival of 
parliamentary government: the same threat could be employed against 
Washington as against Moscow or Bangkok. In such a situation, moreover, 
the secrecy which would have to envelope the army would provide an ideal 
ground for conspiracy. The country would be completely at the mercy of the 
generals, unless (what would lead to much the same results) its civilian 
rulers militarized themselves, like the general secretary of the Russian 
Communist Party who became a marshal. I must emphasize again that there 
are no reasons to think that mere weight of tradition could prevent the 
installation of an American replica of European dictators. American 


democracy, the (essential feature of which was the subdued role of military 
men, was shaped during the time when every man had his gun and the army 
was small. Until the present time no general could be certain that, if he 
attempted a coup d'etat, even with the support of the whole army, he could 
overcome the resistance of the civilian population. 


Another very important consideration is that these viceroys and their 
soldiers would be ruling tremendous populations despotically and by the 
right of conquest. The mentality engendered through the exercise of such 
power could hardly make them meek and amenable to control by civilian, 
particularly elective, bodies: they would be accustomed to disregard 
majority opinions. 


The chances of survival of democracy and liberalism would, then, be 
very slim, even assuming that the U.S.A. would emerge from victory in the 
struggle for world hegemony with its constitution unaltered. But this 
assumption is surely false. As we saw before, protracted warfare would 
inevitably push all the contestants towards totalitarian monocracy. So that 
even if the constitution remained nominally the same, the actual distribution 
of power would undermine its viability. Taking this into account, we are 
forced to conclude that liberal democracy is even less likely to survive than 
would follow from the preceding considerations. 


A totalitarian state, like Soviet Russia, would probably undergo fewer 
modifications after attaining world hegemony because it is better suited to 
total war and to global domination. It is probable, however, that it would 
become less totalitarian as the need to maximize military strength would 
disappear. Any levelling tendencies likely to persist or to develop during the 
era of warring states would probably disappear too, because the military 
participation of the masses, and therefore their loyalty, would lose its value. 
Social inequalities would probably be accentuated and oligarchic tendencies 
strengthened. These tendencies might also gain ground at the expense of 
monocracy because the unity of command would become less essential. In 
consequence interstratic mobility would probably diminish. Another reason 
why stratification might become steeper is that animosities between strata 
could not be attenuated by common opposition against outsiders. 


It is generally taken for granted that the existence of a world state would 
automatically assure peace. This assumption is quite unjustified because 


civil wars might replace the inter-state wars, as happened in the Roman 
Empire. I have already explained that violence can be eliminated from 
politics only if there is a general agreement about the legitimate exercise 
and devolution of authority. And it is by no means certain that such 
agreement would exist in a state built upon conquest; particularly as the 
victorious nation would, in consequence of its victory, undergo profound 
transformations, which could not fail to disturb its ethos. That is exactly 
what happened in Rome. These complications might be particularly grave if 
the victorious state was originally democratic and liberal. 


Another condition of the elimination of violence (of abiataxy, as I 
proposed to call it) is the adjustment of the population to resources. It is 
possible to keep down the toiling masses, provided the ruling stratum is 
united. But if the ruling stratum is prolific, and there is constant struggle for 
positions and exemption from degradation, violence must ensue. Probably, 
however, the rulers of a world state would not oppose birth control so 
strongly as the rulers of warring states because their power would not 
depend on the abundant supply of cannon-fodder. They might even actively 
encourage it, if they realized that in this way they might eliminate explosive 
forces. Their rule, therefore, might prove more stable than that of any rulers 
in the past. The masses would be without influence on politics and 
incumbent honours, but their bodily needs would be amply provided for. 


The last alternative is the establishment of a World Federation. This is 
undoubtedly possible, though perhaps less probable than the conquest of the 
world by one state. True, the federations or unions of the past were created 
against somebody, and there would be nobody to unite against in a World 
Federation. But perhaps the prospect of total extinction as the penalty for 
continued warfare might prove at least a partial substitute for a common 
enemy. There is no absolute necessity for states to live in the expectation of 
war: Canada does not fear invasion from U.S.A., nor is Belgium afraid of 
France. This kind of relation might perhaps spread elsewhere ... but only if 
certain conditions are fulfilled. 


Before I proceed to expound what these conditions are, I must emphasize 
that it is completely wrong to imagine that contemporary humanity is more 
cruel or warlike than its forbears. The state of Europe during the nineteenth 
century cannot serve as a standard of normality because it was altogether 


unique.! On the contrary, the outstanding characteristic of contemporary 


humanity is the widespread admission that war is evil. The growing 
popularity of the trick of pretending to defend peace while committing 
ageression is proof of that. Naturally, with the progress of mechanization, 
mechanical replaced manual killing, but the latter method was quite 
effective. In proportion to the number of participants, mechanized wars 
have so far been definitely less bloody than many wars of old. The 
calculations of the incidence of war presented by Sorokin in his Social and 
Cultural Dynamics are completely misleading. They are vitiated by the fact 
that innumerable small wars which were waged in the Middle Ages and 
Antiquity are not mentioned in history books; we can be sure that most of 
them have never been recorded. The wars of primitive peoples often result 
in wholesale massacres. We should not accept in this matter the opinion of 
modern ethnographers, derived from the study of tribes already subdued by 
European arms. Descriptions of older travellers are much more valuable in 


this respect.! Nor can it rightly be said that it is the weakening of traditional 
religions which caused the recent wars. These religions have existed for 
thousands of years and have never succeeded in attenuating, let alone 
abolishing, wars. There is not the slightest reason to think that they can do 
so in future. 


The most important drives towards war stem from the lust for power on 
the part of the leaders, and from the desire for wealth on the part of their 
followers. The danger of the first can be somewhat eliminated by 
representative government, even if it is only partial, because under such a 
system it is impossible for the rulers to disregard altogether the wishes of 
the masses and to use them as mere tools for quenching their thirst for 
power and glory. But the mere elimination of this possibility is insufficient 
to assure peace. It 1s evident in the light of what I said earlier that even a 
direct democracy can foster peace only if coupled with prosperity. The 
starving or declassed are ready for anything and will gladly surrender their 
political rights and liberties to a leader who will promise them booty. A real 
World Federation, therefore, can come into being only if there is universal 
prosperity. To bring that about is an enormous task, and impossible to 
achieve—I do not need to repeat the arguments—without the general 
acceptance of birth control. It would not be easy to secure this acceptance, 
because the practice of birth control runs counter to so many ingrained 
traditions: the injunction to multiply is one of the commands of many 


religions. The Catholic Church prohibits this practice on the ground that it 
leads to undue indulgence; an understandable point of view on the part of 
celibate priests. Governments, moreover, are always anxious to have 
abundant cannon-fodder. This is not merely the result of their wickedness 
(by humanitarian standards). As already explained by Mai thus, under the 
circumstances of constant warfare, generated by the pressure of the 
population, it is very desirable for any particular nation or tribe to be as 
numerous as possible; because being strong and victorious it can be 
prosperous too, while if it becomes weak, it may be exterminated 
altogether. Thus there arises the vicious circle of a demographic ‘armament 
race’ which is very difficult to break. 


Another difficulty stems from the fact that birth control is not likely to be 
adopted spontaneously by people living on subsistence level. On the other 
hand, they cannot be lifted out of their poverty so long as their fertility 
equals fecundity (i.e. the biological maximum), because the accretion of 
wealth is eaten up by the increase in numbers. The fact that in western 
Europe the growth of wealth outstripped the growth of population should 
not mislead us into imagining that this is a normal process. The case of 
western Europe (and that of Norh America too) was unprecedented and will 
probably remain unparalleled. Possessing the monopoly of industrial 
technique, Europe could subjugate enormous areas overseas, and convert 
them into sources of raw materials and dumping grounds for its surplus 
population. Demonstrably, such a position cannot be attained by all 
countries at the same time, unless Mars or Venus are colonized. However, it 
is wrong to imagine that the problem would be solved if we could increase 
the world's food production faster than the present rate of growth of the 
population. Unless the birth rate dropped, every improvement in welfare 
would accelerate the growth of the population. Roughly speaking, if 
mortality in India were reduced to the western European level, its 
population would double itself about every twenty years. No inventions 
have been made so far which would entitle us to hope that the food 
production of India could be increased sixty-four times within a century 
(assuming that doubling the production of food per head would be enough 
for abolishing poverty). It is evident that the spread of birth control must 
precede any substantial rise of the standard of living in over-populated 
countries. This means that if that rise is to occur, the organized propaganda 
of birth control is required. But here again we stumble upon another 


difficulty. This sort of propaganda is not likely to help anyone to get into 
office; it is much more profitable to blame the government for all the ills. 
But perhaps governments might be persuaded that by conducting such 
propaganda they might present explosions internal or external. 


It follows that any help for ‘underdeveloped’ areas, aiming at reducing 
the breeding-grounds of war and revolutions, can only achieve its goal if it 
brings about the acceptance of birth control. It should be granted only to 
those governments which take active steps in this direction. Otherwise, it is 
absolutely futile, or even worse: it may be helping future assailants to 
industrialize themselves. Moreover, a rapid industrialization dislocates 
social structure, weakens traditions and thus stimulates revolutionary 
movements, particularly if taking place in conditions of poverty. The money 
spent on perfecting an infallible and comfortable contraceptive appliance 
would undoubtedly do more to assure peace than much greater sums spent 
on promoting international understanding by exchange visits, etc. And one 
of the first items in the aid for overpopulated countries should be adequate 
supplies of such appliances. It is true, of course, that low fertility combined 
with low mortality means the suspension of natural selection, and is 
therefore conducive to degeneration. But natural selection has already been 
distorted by the progress of civilization, and modern wars are decisively 
dysgenic. Natural selection cannot be restored unless we go back to a 
completely primitive life. But we can hope that degeneration can be 
prevented by eugenic measures. 


Concerning international understanding, I must remark that the idea that 
the mere multiplication of contacts must produce more cordial relations is 
absurd. Very often the opposite is true. People certainly do not hate each 
other because they do not know each other. On the contrary, the most 
violent hatreds exist between groups and individuals in close contact. So, 
though international visiting may be desirable for other reasons, it surely 
does not in itself promote peace. 


The abolition of a tyrannical government can be only temporary if 
widespread poverty is not eliminated simultaneously. A tyranny can be 
destroyed by force of arms; it can be imposed in the same way too. But a 
liberal democratic government cannot be maintained by foreign armed 
forces; and without prosperity it 1s unlikely to survive by its own strength, 
because people will always follow him who will promise salvation from 


starvation through violence. On the other hand, a tyrannical and aggressive 
government may constitute the chief obstacle in the way of prosperity. For 
military reasons, it may stimulate the growth of population far beyond the 
economic optimum; it may direct a great portion of wealth into armaments 
production; it may, by its extortions, throttle the incentives to economic 
progress; it may maintain in power a corrupt and incompetent clique, 
gnawing away the foundations of economic life; and it may itself create the 
poverty, population pressure and resentment which will drive it further 
along the road of aggression and oppression. Such a government must be 
abolished before anything can be done about the prosperity of a country. 


When one realizes how much poverty and tyranny there is in the world, 
one is inclined to become despondent about the prospects of a stable World 
Federation. Undoubtedly, World Hegemony is more probable. Nevertheless, 
a chance still remains that if the states which are liberal, democratic and 
prosperous, and at the same time powerful, make a determined, and above 
all skilful, effort, a stable World Federation may materialize. The amount of 
knowledge, diplomatic skill, far-sighted planning, patience and 
perseverance required for the success of such an enterprise is truly 
enormous. It might perhaps be available in a country ruled by a Platonic 
philosopher-king, but it is perhaps too much to expect from politicians, 
some of whom are unscrupulous and obscurantist, and chiefly preoccupied 
with catching votes by playing on the ignorance and blind hate which 
abound in any country. I shall not venture, therefore, to predict whether 
such an enterprise could succeed. Nor shall I offer any advice to those who 
wish to embark upon it; too much depends on particular unforeseeable 
circumstances. In any case, a useful discussion of this problem would 
require much more space than can be spared here. But I must say that it 
appears to me wrong to envisage the future solely as a contest between the 
U.S.A. and Russia. The whole constellation may easily change in a couple 
of decades. Western Europe, if united, may appear on the scene as a 
considerable force. China will undoubtedly emerge as a great power and, 
driven by the land hunger of its swarming masses, may yet become the 
most dangerous enemy of Russia; though that will depend on whether the 
diplomacy of the Occidentals proves wise and skilful enough to sow the 
seeds of discord among the Communist allies. Marginally, I must remark 
that the diplomacy of the parliamentary democratic states is incomparably 
more short-sighted and clumsy than that of a Metternich or a Richelieu. The 


community of faith is no guarantee of friendship; innumerable historical 
examples prove that amply. The Catholic kings of France, who persecuted 
Protestants in their domains, allied themselves with German and Swedish 
Protestants and the Turks against the Catholic Habsburgs, who in their turn 
found allies in the Persians, co-religionists of the Turks. The fact that the 
Chinese hate Europeans and Americans—and it would be surprising if they 


did not—proves nothing.! India may also become a great power and 
perhaps a centre of imperialist expansion. Japan, Indonesia, South America, 
and in the still further future, Africa may make the constellation of power 
even more complicated. Sooner or later they will all have atomic rockets. 


But supposing a World Federation does come into being, what sort of 
society would then be possible? By definition, so to speak, it would be a 
prosperous society; otherwise it could not exist. And it would have to be 
free from violence. It is more difficult to guess the features of its 
stratification; particularly, as considerable regional variations could coexist. 
In some countries hierocratic or technocratic regimes might arise, while 
elsewhere egalitarianism might prevail. Nor can the possibility be excluded 
of the supranational police force, necessary for the enforcement of peace, 
seizing power. In such case the result might be the same as if a world 
hegemony had been established. Perhaps in either case the evolution would 
converge upon a form of society like that described in Aldous Huxley's 
Brave New World. One thing seems fairly certain, and that is that this world 
would be less dynamic than ours. It appears to me that far from living on 
the brink of new spectacular advances in technology we are living in an era 
when the rapid progress in this field is drawing to a close. It might continue 
in conditions of inter-state strife, so long as superior technology constitutes 
the most formidable weapon. But with the inauguration of the era of 
universal peace this stimulus will disappear. And, as I shall show in a book 
on the social conditions of technical progress which I am preparing, many 
of the forces which drove the Occidental civilization along the path of 


technical progress are already dwindling.'! I cannot enter here into the 
discussion of structural factors, but even without this certain things are 
evident. In the first place, the factor which always prevented the attainment 
of equilibrium between population and resources— the natural tendency of 
the former to grow—would disappear. Secondly, the destruction of societies 
which did not keep up with the pace of technical progress elsewhere would 


cease with the abolition of war; whilst the World Authority would need to 
see to it that no country outpaced others in technology so much as to 
become a menace to them. Research in all fields connected with armaments, 
and that means a very great portion of the natural sciences, would certainly 
need to be controlled. And the control of research by bureaucrats and 
parliamentarians would certainly lead to its arrest. Thirdly, an all-embracing 
political organization would unavoidably produce a certain amount of 
standardization of culture. The decrease in international animosities and the 
widening of the freedom of travel would have this effect too. But on the 
other hand, the equalization of cultural prestige, consequent upon the 
disappearance of one-sided preponderance, would favour regional 
distinctiveness. Nevertheless, differences in outlook on life could not 
become too profound because the mere existence of common political 
organization requires the universal acceptance of certain norms of political 
behaviour and the elimination of traditions and methods of bringing up 
children which foster aggressiveness. And uniformity in this sphere 
involves uniformity in many others. Now, as intellectual progress is 
stimulated by contact with differing cultures, and as the elaboration of 
variety requires a certain measure of isolation, such standardization might 
well damp mental alertness. That does not mean, of course, that there would 
be no change whatsoever. That would be impossible because non-human. 
But the tempo of the change might be nearer that of Ancient Egypt or China 
than of the world of today. Whether that would be better or worse is a 
matter of ethical evaluation which cannot be adjudged from the standpoint 
of sociology alone. But there is no reason to think that under such 
conditions people would necessarily be less happy than in our world in 
trance, where they rush madly around, developing peptic ulcers, and 
suffering from mental conflicts in consequence of perpetually changing and 
incompatible beliefs and norms. Provided that poverty were eliminated, the 
world of the mandarins might not be unpleasant to live in. 


Many of us who are very much imbued with the ideas of efficiency and 
progress find their philosophy and art not without charm. Or perhaps the 
world may come to resemble those idyllic pictures of South Sea Islands— 
people playing while they work, cultivating the arts, including those of 
love-making, cookery and conversation, singing, dancing and joking; 
leading pleasant, carefree lives, not knowing the meaning of struggle, 
suffering, or heroism.... Paradise regained! 


! Written in 1950. 


! gince this was written MacArthur has been dismissed and the President asserted his authority. 
Nevertheless, the whole affair brought into sharper relief the danger of a proconsul who has found 
the allies within the civil government. Nevertheless, there is one very important difference between 
the Roman and American republics: there is no large destitute and desperate proletariat in America. 
Roman dictatorship (in our sense of this word) arose out of the acute struggle between the rich and 
the poor. The proletarians, ground down by the rich, flocked under the banners of Marius, Caesar and 
other commanders who were their only hope. 


! Historical myopia can lead to all kinds of baseless ideas. Thus, for instance, J. U. Nef (see War 
and Human Progress, London 1950) puts forth generalizations about war solely on the basis of his 
knowledge of the most recent history of the westernmost tip of the Eurasian continent. No wonder 
that he arrives at a completely wrong notion (which, as any other banal error, is widely accepted) that 
the warlikeness of contemporary states is something unprecedented. Equally baselessly he attributes 
the recent increase in bellicosity to the weakening of the hold of the traditional religions. In reality, 
never were the ruling strata of the European states so irreligious as in the eighteenth century which he 
extols for its restraint in warfare. From the point of view of the history of mankind, we cannot regard 
the abatement of warfare which lasted in Europe for two centuries as anything but a blithe respite. 
Now we have reverted to the more usual state of affairs. 


l The best discussion of this point can be found in R. S. Steinmetz, De Vredelievend-heid der 
Laagste Volkstammen, Mensch en Maatschappij, 1931. 


! This was written before the Korean events, but I have found no reason to change my opinion 
since then. These events brought to light better than ever perhaps the inevitable clumsiness of the 
diplomacy of parliamentary governments. In order to envisage a rift between the Russian and the 
Chinese governments, it is not necessary to imagine that either of them must abandon its creed. 
Despotic states are much less able to co-operate on equal terms than states whose rulers are 
accustomed to compromise. 


It is impossible to guess whether such a rift will develop or not. This depends primarily on how 
much the Communist partners will fear one another, and how much they will hope to gain by a joint 
assault on others; and also on whether one of them will be able to subjugate the other. If Western 
countries wish to preserve their independence, their governments should do their utmost to damp 
these hopes of gain, and to persuade the partners that they have more to fear from each other than 
from the West—which is, indeed, quite true, particularly in China's case. If the two continue to stick 
together, the danger is that western Europe will be overwhelmed and the American continent 
besieged. In India, parliamentarianism has feet of clay; elsewhere in Asia it has no feet at all. 
Therefore, should the cleavage in a future war run on purely ideological lines, the Atlantic Union has 
a rather small chance of victory. But the discord among the dictators saved western Europe and 
America in the last war; it may do so again. 


lam thinking in terms of centuries. It is possible, moreover, that philosophy and sciences which 
can neither endanger social structure nor provide weapons, might continue to flourish. 
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Glossary of Neologisms 


BIATAXY, degree to which distribution of ophelimities in a society is 
determined by violence or the threat thereof. 


BOOKAY, a stratum of warriors, dominating a society. 
BOOKAYAN SOGIETY, a society dominated by a bookay. 


HOMOIG MILITARY ORGANIZATION, the type of military organization 
characterized by low M.P.R., low subordination and high cohesion. 


INTERSTRATIG MOBILITY, movement of individuals and groups between social 
Strata. 


MASAIG MILITARY ORGANIZATION, the type of military organization char- 
acterized by high M.P.R., low subordination and high cohesion. 


MILITARY PARTICIPATION RATIO, the ratio of militarily utilized individuals to 
the total able-bodied population. 


MONOHIERARCHIC SOCIETY, a society where all hierarchies are integrated. 


MORTAZIG MILITARY ORGANIZATION, the type of military organization 
characterized by low M.P.R., high subordination and high cohesion. 


M.PR., military participation ratio. 


NEFERIG MILITARY ORGANIZATION, the type of military organization 
characterized by high M.P.R., high subordination and high cohesion. 


OPHELIMITY, anything which human beings universally desire for 
themselves. 


PARASITIC APPROPRIATION OF SURPLUS, appropriation of surplus produce by 
individuals not participating in production in any capacity whatsoever; 
surplus being defined as commodities produced in excess of mere 
subsistence requirements of producers. 


PHERIG DISTANCE, distance measured by the time necessary for covering it. 


PLURAL SOCIETY, a society composed of different ethnic groups. 


POLEMITY, the ratio of energy devoted to warfare to the total energy 
available to a society. 


POLYHIERARCHIG SOCIETY, a society where several independent hierarchies 
coexist. 


PRETORIANISM, unconstitutional rule of rebellious soldiers. 


RITTERIAN MILITARY ORGANIZATION, the type of military organization 
characterized by low M.P.R., low cohesion and low subordination. 


TALLENIG MILITARY ORGANIZATION, the type of military organization 
characterized by high M.P.R., low subordination and low cohesion. 


TRANSGULTURATION, a radical transformation of a people's culture under the 
impact of another culture. 
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